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ABSTRACT 
This  study  examines  -  in  its  immediate  and  larger  context  -  the  exposition  of  the 
christological  doctrine  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries,  and  in  particular,  how  Justinian 
and  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  (553)  interpreted  the  Chalcedonian  Definition  through 
the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters,  namely  1)  the  person  and  writings  of  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia,  2)  the  writings  of  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  against  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and 
the  Council  of  Ephesus,  and  3)  the  Letter  of  Ibas  of  Edessa  to  Maris.  All  three 
theologians  belonged  more  or  less  to  what  is  conveniently  called  `the  Antiochene 
school'  of  thought  and  were  in  one  way  or  another  associated  with  the  doctrine  of 
Nestorius. 
In  tackling  the  heretical  (Monophysite)  teaching  of  Eutyches,  the  Council  of 
Chalcedon  proclaimed  the  christological  doctrine  in  dyophysite  terms:  Christ  is  one 
hypostasis  or  prosopon  in  two  natures.  By  it,  Chalcedon  meant  to  safeguard  the  oneness 
of  the  subject  in  Christ  and  its  identification  with  that  of  the  Logos  as  well  as  the 
`difference'  of  the  two  natures  in  him.  However,  the  terms  it  used  (hypostasis,  prosopon, 
nature)  were  not  clearly  defined.  Thus  the  Definition  was  open  to  misinterpretation  from 
two  points  of  view. 
Firstly,  the  `strict  Cyrillians'  or  `Monophysites',  with  their  Alexandrian 
background,  regarded  the  Chalcedonian  Definition  with  its  `in  two  natures'  doctrine  as  a 
vindication  of  Nestorius.  For  them,  to  say  `in  two  natures'  was  to  say  `two  Christs'  and 
`two  Sons'.  They  contended  that  the  only  way  to  safeguard  Christ's  oneness  without 
abolishing  the  `difference'  of  his  natures  was  to  confess  Cyril's  `one  incarnate  nature  of 
the  God  Logos'. 
Secondly,  a  group  of  Christians  with  Antiochene  background,  concerned  primarily 
about  preserving  the  distinction  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ  and  the  impassibility  of 
God,  refused  to  identify  Chalcedon's  one  hypostasis  with  that  of  the  eternal  Logos. 
As  a  reaction  to  both  interpretations  of  Chalcedon,  a  number  of  Cyrillian 
Chalcedonians  or  `neo-Chalcedonians'  undertook  to  show  that,  although  they  used 
different  language,  Chalcedon  and  Cyril  were  in  essential  agreement.  In  other  words, 
they  both  taught  that  Christ  is  the  same  hypostasis  or  prosopon  as  the  God-Logos  who 
really  became  man  by  assuming  perfect  human  nature.  To  these  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians 
belong  Justinian  and  the  fathers  of  the  fifth  ecumenical  council. 
Justinian  and  fifth  council  condemned  the  Three  Chapters  and  in  them  the  `strict 
Antiochene'  interpretation  of  Chalcedon.  The  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  was 4 
correct  given  the  material  that  was  examined.  `At  the  same  time  they  condemned  the 
Eutychian  interpretation  of  Cyril:  Cyril's  `one  physis'  formula  meant  the  same  as 
Chalcedon's  `one  hypostasis-two  physes'  formula.  They  re-affirmed  the  Chalcedonian 
Definition,  but  decreed  that  the  `two  natures'  should  be  understood  in  the  sense  that 
Christ  is  composed  of  two  different  elements-not  in  the  sense  that  in  him  there  are  two 
subjects  of  attribution.  Cyril's  `theopaschism'  far  from  introducing  `change'  and 
`passibility'  in  the  Divine  nature,  was  meant  to  stress  that  Christ  was  the  God-Logos 
himself. 
The  question  that  remained  after  Chalcedon  was  not  only  whether  the  hypostasis 
of  Christ  was  that  of  the  Logos,  but  also  how  the  two  perfect  natures  were  united  in  the 
one  hypostasis  of  Christ.  The  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  contributed  decisively  to  the 
solution  of  this  problem.  They  distinguished  between  physic  or  nature  and  hypostasis. 
Physis  was  identified  with  ousia  and  hypostasis  with  prosopon.  So  two  physes  did  not 
necessarily  mean  two  hypostases.  They  professed  the  formula  `union  according  to 
hypostasis  or  synthesis'.  By  this,  they  meant  that  the  human  nature,  did  not  subsist  by 
itself,  but  in  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos.  So  the  one  hypostasis  and  prosopon  of  the 
Logos  became  the  hypostasis  and  the  prosopon  of  both  the  divine  and  the  human 
natures.  Thus  both  the  oneness  of  the  person  of  Christ  and  the  duality  of  his-  natures  are 
preserved. 
Justinian  and  the  fifth  council  intended  primarily  to  clarify  Chalcedon  against 
misinterpretations.  However,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  they  were  concerned  about  the 
Monophysite  schism.  By  showing  the  Monophysites  that  Chalcedon  was  at  one  with 
Cyril,  they  hoped  that  they  would  reconsider  Chalcedon.  They  did  so  without 
compromising  the  Chalcedonian  doctrine. 
The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  was  not  a  political  manoeuvre  masterminded  by 
Justinian  as  part  of  his  plan  to  win  over  the  Monophysites.  Justinian  and  the  fifth 
council  produced  a  christology  which  lifted  ambiguity  in  the  theological  stage  between 
451  and  553.  It  preserved  the  tenets  of  the  christology  of  Ephesus,  Cyril  and  Chalcedon 
and  integrated  them  in  a  definition  which  should  satisfy  the  sensitivities  of  both  the 
orthodox  Alexandrian  and  the  orthodox  Antiochene  traditions. 5 
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INTRODUCTION 
This  study  aims  to  examine  a  highly  controversial  phase  in  the  history  of  Christian 
doctrine:  the  christological  ideas'  of  the  emperor  Justinian  I  and  the  Definition  of  the 
Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  (A.  D.  553)  which  he  convened  and  inspired.  This  resolution 
is  the  conclusion  of  a  long  process  during  which  the  Church,  faced  with  questions 
regarding  the  person  -of  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  how  of  his  incarnation,  attempted  to 
formulate  her  essential  faith.  Amidst  various  social,  political  and  philosophical 
movements  that  inevitably  had  a  bearing  on  this  process  of  doctrinal  formulation,  the 
Church  fathers  met  in  three  councils  between  AD  431  and  553  and  officially  formulated 
their  faith  in  Christ  as  the  Son  of  God  who  for  our  salvation  became  man  by  assuming 
the  human  nature.  They  did  so  authoritatively  but  not  without  facing  much 
misunderstanding  and  often  opposition. 
I.  A  HISTORICAL  OUTLINE 
The  christological  problem  did  not  directly  occupy  the  mind  of  the  Church  up  to  the  4"' 
century.  The  priority  in  the  first  three  centuries  was  the  establishment  of  the  trinitarian 
doctrine  and,  in  particular,  the  confirmation  of  the  divinity  of  the  Logos  and  the  holy 
Spirit.  But  any  decision  on  these  issues  was  bound  to  influence  christology.  Thus,  the 
Council  of  Nicaea  (325)  condemned  Arianism,  which  taught  that  Christ's  humanity  was 
imperfect,  and  included  in  its  Creed  the  phrase  `the  Logos  became  flesh'.  Thereby  it 
proclaimed  Christ's  real  incarnation  and  his  perfect  humanity.  By  the  Council  of 
Constantinople  (381)  the  christological  problem  proper  was  being  addressed,  through 
the  teaching  of  Apollinarius  (c.  360-c.  390).  In  his  attempt  to  safeguard  the  oneness  of 
the  subject  in  Christ,  Apollinarius  was  faced  with  the  philosophical  principle  that  `two 
perfect  things  cannot  become  one'.  His  solution  was  to  deny  the  completeness  of 
Christ's  humanity.  Christ  consisted  of  a  body  in  which  the  human  soul  was  replaced  by 
the  Logos.  '  The  condemnation  of  Apollinarius  was  a  reiteration  of  the  faith  of  Nicaea  in 
the  co-existence  of  perfect  humanity  as  well  as  perfect  divinity  in  Christ.  Yet,  since  the 
Council  of  Constantinople  was  not  primarily  concerned  with  this  issue  it  did  not  expand 
on  the  matter:  if  in  Christ  there  were  two  perfect  elements,  divine  and  human,  how  were 
they  united  to  form  one  perfect  subject?  Obviously,  Apollinarius'  challenge  had  opened 
the  debate  which  was  to  last  for  more  than  two  centuries. 
The  works  of  Apollinarius  in  H.  Lietzmann,  Apollinarius  von  Laodicea  und  seine  Schule  (Tübingen: 
1904). 11 
The  problem  was  viewed  from  mainly  two  angles  corresponding  to  the  basic 
schools  of  Christian  thought  of  the  time:  1)  the  Antiochene,  represented  by  writers  like 
Eustathius  of  Antioch  (d.  c.  337),  Diodore  of  Tarsus  (d.  c.  390)  and  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia  (350-428),  and  2)  the  Alexandrian  with  Athanasius  (c.  296-373)  and  Cyril 
of  Alexandria  (375-444)  on  the  orthodox,  and  Apollinarius  on  its  heterodox  sides?  The 
Antiochenes,  anxious  to  show  the  completeness  of  Christ's  humanity  and  its 
significance  for  our  salvation,  spoke  in  terms  which  allowed  a  degree  of  autonomy  of 
the  human  element  in  the  Saviour.  If  there  is  one  doctrine  that  characterises  their 
christology,  it  is  the  distinction  between  the  two  natures  ('Antiochene  dyophysitism')  3 
The  Alexandrians,  on  the  other  hand,  were  much  more  concerned  with  the  intimacy  of 
the  union  of  the  two  natures  and  strove  to  safeguard  that  Christ  was  a  single  subject,  that 
of  the  Logos.  '  While  both  schools  took  pains  to  show  that  they  taught  one  Christ,  one 
Son,  it  was  the  Alexandrians,  and  especially  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  who  succeeded  in 
reflecting,  much  more  convincingly  than  the  Antiochenes,  the  liturgical  faith  that  in 
Christ  there  was  one  subject,  that  of  the  Logos.  Cyril  never  stopped  proclaiming  that 
God  did  not  `enter'  a  man  as  his  Antiochene  opponents  appeared  to  teach  but  that  He 
truly  became  man  without  undergoing  any  change.  As  Grillmeier  has  put  it  `whereas  for 
the  Antiochenes  "Christ"  seems  to  emerge  along-side  the  Logos  as  a  new  subject  of 
christological  expressions,  in  Alexandrian  theology  all  expressions  are  directly 
orientated  to  the  Logos'.  '  However,  we  must  note  at  the  outset  that  the  two  schools  of 
thought,  on  basic  issues,  were  complementary  and  by  no  means  account  for  all 
theological  divisions  in  the  early  Church.  '  Nor  is  it  always  feasible  to  categorise 
2  For  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  characteristics  of  the  two  schools  see  R.  V.  Sellers,  Two  Ancient 
Christologies  (London:  1940);  Often  these  two  schools  are  associated  with  two  types  of  christology:  the 
`Logos-Sarx'  christology  with  the  Alexandrians  and  the  `Logos-Anthropos'  with  the  Antiochenes.  Cf.  A. 
Grillmeier,  Christ  in  Christian  Tradition:  From  the  Apostolic  Age  to  Chalcedon  (451),  trans.  by  John 
Bowden,  2"d  edn  (London:  1975)  i,  (henceforth  cited  as  Christ  i)  pp.  167-439;  J.  N.  D.  Kelly,  Early 
Christian  Doctrines,  4'  edn  (London:  1968),  pp.  281ff.  It  is  not  our  intention  to  discuss  the  validity  of 
this  schema  -  which,  in  turn,  depends  on  the  validity  of  the  schema  `Alexandrian-Antiochene';  we 
should  however  mention  that  it  has  not  gone  unchallenged.  E.  g.  G.  Dragas  has  contended  that,  in'at  least 
the  case  of  the  major  exponent  of  the  `Logos-Sarx'  christology,  Athanasius,  the  application  of  the  schema 
is  untenable.  Dragas  has  shown  that  the  Alexandrian  uses  the  term  anthropos,  as  well  as  sarx,  when 
referring  to  Christ's  humanity.  See  `  'Evav&pui'rrl  izq,  or  eyevvro  dvi9pmrroq-..  A  neglected  aspect  of 
Athanasius'  Christology',  SP  16  (1985),  281-294. 
See  G.  L.  Prestige,  Fathers  and  Heretics  (London:  1963),  pp.  133f;  See  also  D.  S.  Wallace-Hadrill, 
Christian  Antioch:  A  study  of  early  Christian  Though  in  the  East  (Cambridge:  1982),  pp.  117-150. 
See  J.  A.  Dorner,  History  of  the  Development  of  the  Doctrine  of  the  Person  of  Christ,  trans.  by  D.  W. 
Simon,  3  vols  (Edinburgh:  1861),  Division  2,  vol.  I,  pp.  55-56. 
1  Christ  I,  p.  476. 12 
theologians  according  to  that  model  for  in  many  fathers'  teaching  both  `Alexandrian' 
and  `Antiochene'  elements  are  to  be  found.  " 
The  majority  of  the  Christian  East  was  much  more  sympathetic  to  the  Alexandrian 
approach.  With  its  more  mystical,  affirmative  element,  the  latter  had  a  wider  appeal  and 
especially  among  influential  monks  than,  the  analytic  Antiochene  thought. 
Consequently,  when  Nestorius  (d.  c.  451)  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  tried  to 
impose  the  Antiochene  outlook  on  christological  understanding  in  the  early  fifth 
century,  a  fierce  controversy  broke  out.  The  seeds  of  this  had  already  been  sown  in  the 
writings  of  theologians  like  Diodore  of  Tarsus  and  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  on  the  one 
hand,  Origen  (c.  185-c.  254)  and  Apollinarius  on  the  other.  As  has  been  mentioned,  all 
theological  differences  in  the  early  Church  may  not  be  explained  by  ascribing  them  to 
the  divergent  principles  of  the  two  theological  currents,  but  it  seems  certain  that  in  the 
Nestorian  controversy  there  was  a  serious  clash  between  the  two  christological 
viewpoints.  In  one  way  or  another  this  clash  was  at  the  heart  of  the  christological 
controversies  of  the  fifth,  sixth  and  seventh  centuries.  The  Third  Ecumenical  Council 
(Ephesus,  431),  the  Fourth  (Chalcedon,  451)  the  Fifth  (Constantinople,  553)  and  the 
Sixth  (Constantinople,  680/1),  all  tackled  christological  problems  posed  by  followers  of 
the  one  or  the  other  theological  tradition. 
This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  in  the  Nestorian  controversy  we  simply  had  a 
clash  between  two  different  points  of  viewing  the  same  truth.  Nestorius'  teaching  was 
undermining  the  foundations  of  the  christological  and  soteriological  doctrine  widely 
held  in  the  Church.  So  when  Cyril  of  Alexandria  rose  against  him  he  certainly  did  so  out 
of  his  deeply  felt  concern  for  the  soundness  of  faith. 
At  Christmas  in  428,  Nestorius  preached  that  Mary  should  not  be  called  the 
`Mother  of  God'  (Theotokos),  as  an  established  Church  tradition  had  it,  '  but  the  `Mother 
of  Christ'  (Christotokos).  The  latter  was  more  compatible  a  term  with  the  teaching  of 
the  radical  Antiochene  teachers  and  especially  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  Nestorius' 
6  E.  g.  Eustathius  of  Antioch  who  used  the  `Alexandrian'  title  Theotokos  for  the  Virgin  Mary  (for  the 
significance  of  the  title  see  Chapter  II)  and  applied  the  communicatio  idiomatum;  John  Chrysostom,  an 
Antiochene  by  education  and  a  close  friend  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  was  also  an  advocate  of  the  title 
Theotokos  and  the  communicatio  idiomatum. 
1  The  earliest  reference  to  the  title  Theotokos  is  by  Origen,  Selecta  in  Deuteronomium,  PG  12,813C  et  al. 
Its  use  by  the  Cappadocians,  John  Chrysostom  et  al.  shows  that  the  title  had  been  established  in  the  East 
at  least  as  early  as  the  fourth  century.  In  the  West,  Tertullian  spoke  in  terms  that  imply  the  term 
DeiMater:  Nasci  se  Deus  in  utero  patitur  matris.  De  patientia  3,  PL  1,1363A.  So  important  was  the  title 
Theotokos  in  the  fourth  century  that  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  said  that  those  who  did  not  accept  it  were 
separated  from  God.  Ad  Cledonium  I,  PG  37,177C. 13 
mentor.  The  innovation  was  challenged  by  Cyril  of  Alexandria.  He  saw  in  Nestorius' 
denial  of  the  title  Theotokos  the  repudiation  of  the  oneness  of  the  person  of  Christ.  If 
Mary  was  the  Mother  of  Christ,  but  not  the  Mother  of  God,  this  could  mean  that  Christ 
and  the  Logos  were  not  one  and  the  same  subject.  Indeed,  Nestorius'  teaching  sounded 
as  if  he  was  dividing  the  subject  in  Christ  into  two  distinct  and  independent  agents. 
Nestorius  of  course  would  never  admit  such  a  charge,  but  Cyril's  critique  was  effective 
in  showing  that  the  radical  Antiochene  party  did  not  have  the  same  focused  perception 
of  the  union  in  Christ  as  he.  Cyril's  campaign  culminated  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus 
(431)  (Ephesus  I)  where  his  doctrine  prevailed  at  the  expense  of  the  Antiochene 
viewpoint! 
The  controversy  was  protracted  because  a  nucleus  of  uncompromising  followers 
of  the  Cyrillian  christological  terminology,  led  by  Dioscorus  the  Patriarch  of  Alexandria 
(441-451  AD)  and  encouraged  by  the  dominance  of  their  party,  tried  to  eliminate  the 
Antiochene  ideas  from  the  stage.  In  449  they  called  a  Council,  again  in  Ephesus 
(Ephesus  II  or  the  `Robber  Council'),  in  which  they  hoped  to  repeat  Cyril's  triumph  in 
the  same  city  eighteen  years  ago,  and  seal  the  issue  in  favour  of  their  ideas.  This 
however  did  not  happen. 
Just  a  few  years  later,  the  imperial  couple,  Pulcheria  and  Marcian,  who  were 
concerned  about  the  discomfiture  of  the  Roman  Church  -  which  had  been  sidelined  by 
Dioscorus  at  Ephesus  -  called  for  another  Council  which  would  rectify  the  procedural 
irregularities  of  Ephesus  II.  Indeed  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  (451)  restored  order  by 
declaring  the  actions  of  Dioscorus  null  and  void.  But,  much  more  importantly,  it  came 
up  with  a  statement  of  faith  which  was  to  become  the  cornerstone  of  orthodox 
christology  in  both  East  and  West  and  a  stumbling  block  for  the  strict  Cyrillian 
followers  of  Dioscorus:  Christ  was  one  hypostasis  or  prosopon  in  two  natures.  The  strict 
Cyrillians  saw  in  the  Chalcedonian  Definition  a  vindication  of  Nestorius.  Just  like  him, 
Chalcedon,  with  its  `in  two  physes  (natures),  '  they  believed,  was  dividing  the  one  Christ 
into  two. 
One  of  the  causes  of  the  misunderstanding  that  followed  Chalcedon  was  the 
variable  usage  of  the  terms  `ousia'  (essence),  `hypostasis'  (subsistence),  `physis' 
(nature),  and  `prosopon'  (person),  all  of  them  central  to  the  debate.  "  Up  to  the  middle  of 
8  For  all  these  events  see  Part  One,  Chapter  II. 
9  On  this  see  G.  L.  Prestige,  God  in  Patristic  Thought  (London:  1969);  R.  V.  Sellers,  The  Council  of 
Chalcedon  (London:  1953),  p.  138,  n.  7;  A.  Grillmeier  and  T.  Hainthaler,  Christ  in  Christian  Tradition: 
From  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  (451)  to  Gregory  the  Great  (590-604),  11,  pt.  2  (The  Church  of 14 
the  4'  c.,  with  regard  to  `theologia',  i.  e.  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  ousia  was  used  in  the 
sense  of  real  existence  or  essence.  Hypostasis  could  mean  just  the  same  as  ousia  or  it 
could  mean  individual  being  or  person.  The  term  `physis'  was  also  fairly  vague;  it  could 
mean  either  ousia  or  hypostasis.  At  the  council  of  Alexandria  (362)  the  term 
`hypostasis'  was  :  for  the  first  time  officially  associated  with  the  individual  being  or 
subsistence,  again  with  regard  to  the  Trinity.  "  It  was  through  the  Cappadocians  (Basil 
of  Caesarea  (330-379),  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  (329-389)  and  Gregory  of  Nyssa  (c.  330- 
c.  395)),  that  the  meaning  of  these  terms  was  crystallised  as  regards  the  trinitarian 
doctrine:  Ousia  or  physis  would  be  used  to  denote  the  common  essence,  whereas 
hypostasis  or  prosopon  the  concrete  being  or  subsistence. 
Yet,  in  christology  the  situation  remained  confused.  The  Alexandrian  theologians 
very  often  understood  the  terms  physis,  hypostasis  and  prosopon  as  synonymous,  i.  e. 
meaning  the  concrete  being,  and  applied  them  interchangeably  to  the  person  of  Christ. 
To  denote  the  essence,  they  could  use  ousia  as  well  as  physis.  The  Antiochenes,  on  the 
other  hand,  used  the  term  physis,  and  sometimes  hypostasis,  for  the  common  reality  or 
essence,  whereas  for  the  concrete  being  or  subsistence  they  preferred  the  term  prosopon 
rather  than  hypostasis.  They  opted  for  the  latter  term  in  the  sense  of  the  `underlying 
reality'  (they  spoke  of  `two  hypostases'  in  Christ  in  order  to  show  the  reality  of  his 
divinity  and  humanity).  But  with  prosopon  originally  meaning  simply  `face"  or  the 
character  that  one  assumes,  and  later  on  `appearance',  "  the  Alexandrians  always 
suspected  that  the  Antiochenes,  by  applying  this  term  to  the  one  subject  in  Christ,  did 
not  refer  to  a  single  concrete  being,  but  to  a  theoretical  one.  Unlike  the  Alexandrian; 
the  Antiochenes  never  used  the  term  physis  in  the  sense  of  the  individual  being  or 
person.  Finally  in  the  christology  of  both  schools  ousia,  just  as  in  trinitarian  theology, 
meant  essence.  12 
Faithful  to  his  native  tradition  Cyril  spoke  of  `one  physis  of  the  Logos  incarnate913 
meaning  apparently  `one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  incarnate'.  This  Cyrillian 
`monophysitism'  was  the  conventional  mode  the  majority  of  the  Eastern  Christians  were 
Constantinople  in  the  sixth  century),  trans.  by  J.  Cawte  and  P.  Allen  (London:  1995)  (henceforth  cited  as 
Christ  II,  2),  p.  430;  M.  G.  Fouyas,  The  Person  of  Jesus  Christ  in  the  decisions  of  the  Ecumenical 
Councils  (Athens:  1997)  (in  Greek),  p.  73,  n.  7.  For  the  philosophical  origin  of  these  terms  see  below. 
10  Kelly,  pp.  253-254. 
"  Prestige,  God,  p.  157;  G.  C.  Stead,  Philosophy  in  Christian  Antiquity  (Cambridge:  1994),  p.  196. 
'Z  For  the  rather  inconsistent  use  of  philosophical  terms  by  the  fathers  see  the  works  by  C.  Stead,  Divine 
Substance  (Oxford:  1977);  `Greek  influence  on  Christian  Thought',  in  Early  Christianity,  ed.  by  I. 
Hazlett  (London:  1991),  175-185;  Philosophy. 
13  This  formula  comes  from  Apollinarius,  as  we  shall  see  in  Part  One,  Chapter  II. 15 
accustomed  to  in  describing  the  union  in  Christ.  Thus,  the  Chalcedonian  phrase  `in  two 
natures',  borrowed  from  Leo's  Tome,  14  was  for  the  strict  Cyrillians  nothing  but  a  clear 
vindication  of  Nestorius. 
Much  has  been  written  about  the  motives  of  the  fathers  at  Chalcedon  and  what 
they  drew  on  for  the  final  formulation  of  the  Definition.  The  majority  of  Western 
scholars  have  asserted  that  the  Chalcedonian  Definition  was  more  or  less  a  triumph  for 
the  Antiochene  dyophysitism  which  found  its  way  to  official  recognition  assisted  by  the 
equally  dyophysite  Latin  christology  of  Leo's  Tome.  "  In  this  way,  it  is  claimed, 
Chalcedon  corrected  the  one-sidedness  of  Ephesus  I  and  furnished  the  Church  with  a 
more  balanced  christological  dogma.  Some  historians,  (both  Western  and  Eastern),  more 
appreciative  of  the  thought  of  Cyril,  see  a  certain  Cyrillian  bearing  on  a  Definition 
which  on  the  whole  favoured  the  Antiochenes,  16  whereas,  others  ascribe  to  the  council 
of  Chalcedon  an  essentially  Cyrillian  character.  " 
The  years  that  followed  Chalcedon  were  turbulent.  The  Church  suffered  bitter 
clashes  between  the  orthodox  (Chalcedonians)  and  the  `strict  Cyrillians'  (Monophysites) 
which  eventually  resulted  in  the  first  serious  and  abiding  schism.  Such  tunnoil  was  no 
less  painful  for  the  Empire  as  well.  The  Monophysite  schism  fractured  Church  unity; 
important  for  political  unity,  it  loosened  the  ties  of  the  Empire  with  the  increasingly 
Monophysite  Egypt  and  Syria,  both  vitally  important  for  the  Roman  state.  Besides,  the 
orthodox  (i.  e.  Chalcedonian)  church  was  herself  divided  into  two  factions:  a)  those  who 
saw  an  agreement  between  Cyril  and  Chalcedon  (`Cyrillian  Chalcedonians')  and  b) 
those  who  saw  in  the  Definition  a  vindication  of  the'Antiochene  dyophysitism  ('strict 
Dyophysites'). 
This  situation  explains  the  concern  of  the  emperors  of  the  late  fifth  and  sixth 
centuries  to  try  and  resolve  the  problem  of  the  authority  of  Chalcedon,  sometimes  by 
abolishing  it,  sometimes  by  defending  it.  The  latter  was  the  approach  of  Justinian  I.  He 
immediately  set  out  to  terminate  the  debate  on  the  basis  of  a  universal  acceptance  of 
'"  The  famous  letter  of  Pope  Leo  I  (d.  461)  to  Flavian  (also  known  as  Epistola  dogmatica)  which  we 
discuss  in  detail  in  Chapter  I. 
'S  E.  g.  S.  Cave,  The  Doctrine  of  the  Person  of  Christ  (London:  1925,  repr.  1962),  pp.  112-115;  J. 
Tixeront,  History  of  Dogmas,  trans.  by  H.  L.  B.,  3  voll  (London:  1920-1926),  III,  pp.  144;  K.  Aland,  A 
History  of  Christianity,  trans.  by  James  Schaaf  (Philadelphia:  1985),  I,  pp.  199ff. 
16  E.  g.  H.  R.  Mackintosh,  The  Doctrine  of  the  Person  of  Jesus  Christ,  3`d  edn  (Edinburgh:  1914),  p.  213; 
Kelly,  p.  342. 
"  E.  g.  J.  Romanides,  `One  physis  or  hypostasis  of  the  God  Logos  incarnate  and  Chalcedon',  GOTR,  10 
(1964-65),  82-102;  J.  Meyendorff,  Christ  in  Eastern  Christian  Tradition  (New  York:  1987),  pp.  13-46 
(esp.  pp.  26-27);  P.  Gray,  The  Defense  of  Chalcedon  in  the  East  (451-553)  (Leiden:  1979). 16 
Chalcedon.  A  political  motive  was  surely  behind  his  actions,  but  his  concern  was 
primarily  theological.  He  became  convinced  that  the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonian  viewpoint 
was  the  orthodox  one  and  strove  for  its  imposition.  Undoubtedly  his  convictions  were 
influenced  by  a  group  of  theologians  of  the  sixth  century  who  undertook  to  defend  the 
Cyrillian  character  of  Chalcedon  against  the  attacks  of  the  Monophysite  camp  as  well 
against  the  misinterpretation  of  the  Definition  by  the  Antiochene  Chalcedonians  whose 
christology  was  Nestorianising.  To  the  efforts  of  these  theologians  Justinian  contributed 
with  significant  theological  works  of  his  own  which  bear  important  witness  to 
christological  ideas  of  his  '  time.  The  christology  of  these  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians, 
including  that  of  Justinian  and  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  is  what  certain  historians 
have  called  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  as  we  shall  see  below. 
At  the  centre  of  Justinian's  efforts  to  defend  the  orthodox  faith  was  his  initiative 
asking  in  544  for  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters,  namely,  a)  the  person  and 
writings  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  b)  Theodoret  of  Cyrus'  writings  against  Cyril  and 
Ephesus  I,  and  c)  a  controversial  Letter  to  a  certain  Mans  which  was  attributed  to  Ibas 
of  Edessa. 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  was  one  of  the  most  gifted  minds  of  the  early  Church.  A 
staunch  defender  of  the  Nicene  theology,  he  vigorously  attacked  the  Apollinarian 
heresy.  His  christological  ideas  helped  shape  the  outlook  of  the  Antiochene  school. 
Revered  in  his  lifetime  Theodore  was  later  attacked  by  Cyril  as  the  mentor  of  the 
Nestorian  heresy. 
Theodoret  the  bishop  of  Cyrus  was  a  friend  of  Nestorius  and  an  opponent  of  the 
Cyrillian  `monophysitism'.  He  was  involved  in  the  Nestorian  controversy  mainly  by 
attacking  Cyril's  faith  as  expressed  in  the  latter's  most  controversial  work  the  Twelve 
Anathemas.  18 
Finally,  Ibas  of  Edessa,  sometime  head  of  the  catechetical  school  of  that  city,  and 
then  its  bishop,  was  a  keen  promoter  of  Antiochene  christology  mainly  through  the 
writings  of  Theodore.  He  was  believed  to  have  been  the  author  of  a  widely  circulated 
letter  which  was  addressed  to  a  certain  Maris.  The  letter  included  derogatory  references 
to  Cyril  and  the  Council  of  Ephesus.  19 
Already  during  the  Nestorian  controversy  the  Three  Chapters  were  at  the  core  of 
the  christological  issue.  For  all  those  who  shared  Cyril's  views  the  Three  Chapters 
'a  See  Part  One,  Chapter  II  and  Appendix. 
19  All  these  issues  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Part  I. 17 
embodied  the  same  thinking  as  Nestorius  and  should  be  officially  condemned.  This  was 
achieved  -  by  dubious  means  -  at  the  council  of  Ephesus  II  (449):  Theodoret  and 
Ibas  -  Theodore  was  already  dead  -  were  excommunicated.  This  decision,  however, 
was  reversed  at  Chalcedon  and  the  two  bishops  rehabilitated  to  their  sees.  One  can 
easily  anticipate  the  reaction  of  the  Alexandrians:  the  reception  of  two  `Nestorians'  was 
for  them  a  clear  evidence  that  Chalcedon  had  indeed  sided  with  Nestorius.  Since  then 
the  Three  Chapters  were  constantly  a  serious  obstacle  for  the  anti-Chalcedonians  to 
reconsider  their  rejection  of  Chalcedon. 
This  association  of  Chalcedon  with  Theodoret  and  Ibas  was  also  proper  in  the 
mind  of  some  Chalcedonian  circles,  especially  in  the  West.  For  them  Chalcedon  had 
irrevocably  cleared  Theodoret  and  Ibas  of  any  suspicion.  Therefore,  any  suggestion  for  a 
reconsideration  of  their  place  in  the  Church  was,  in  essence,  a  disavowal  of  Chalcedon 
itself.  Further,  at  the  time  of  Justinian's  proposal  all  Three  Chapters  had  long  been  dead. 
A  posthumous  condemnation  of  them  would  be  canonically  and  morally  hard  to  justify. 
Consequently  these  Chalcedonians  fiercely  opposed  the  imperial  policy  on  the  Three 
Chapters  issue  as  well  as  its  doctrinal  outcome. 
The  Three  Chapters  controversy  led  to  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  (553) 
(Constantinople  II).  A  general  Council  was  deemed  necessary  by  the  emperor  and  Pope 
Vigilius  to  enable  the  Church  to  make  a  final  decision  on  how  the  Three  Chapters 
should  be  treated.  Nonetheless,  the  decision  that  the  Council  was  called  to  make  was  to 
be  far  more  important  than  that.  By  judging  the  Three  Chapters  the  fathers  at 
Constantinople  inevitably  had  to  define  the  way  the  Church  should  interpret  the 
Chalcedonian  definition.  Was  that  to  be  along  the  lines  of  the  Antiochene  approach,  or 
was  it  to  be  compatible  with  the  Alexandrian  and,  in  particular,  the  Cyrillian  tradition 
which  advocated  the  intimate  union  of  the  natures  in  Christ  and  the  singleness  of  his 
person?  Eventually  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  condemned  the  Three  Chapters,  but 
far  more  importantly  it  condemned  the  Nestorian  approach  to  Chalcedon  by  interpreting 
its  Definition  on  the  basis  of  the  thought  and  language  of  Cyril. 
H.  THE  INTERPRETATION  OF  CONSTANTINOPLE  II  IN  MODERN  SCHOLARSHIP 
Modem  scholarship  has  generally  been  unsympathetic  of  or  puzzled  by  Constantinople 
II.  Among  all  the  Ecumenical  Councils  it  is  the  one  that  raises  the  most  problems.  In  the 
words  of  P.  Gray:  `if  there  is  a  problem  child  among  Ecumenical  Councils 18 
Constantinople  II  must  certainly  be  it'  2°  Taking  the  polarisation  between  Cyril  and 
Chalcedon  for  granted,  a  great  number  of  scholars  charge  Constantinople  II  with 
distorting  or even  completely  disavowing  the  Chalcedonian  doctrine.  More  specifically, 
it  has  been  maintained  that  by  reading  christology  only  through  Cyrillian  spectacles  the 
Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  brought  the  christological  doctrine  back  to  the  stage  it  was 
after  the  Council  of  Ephesus  (431),  i.  e.  the  stage  of  Cyrillian  exclusiveness.  The  whole 
work  of  the  Council  has  been  very  often  viewed  through  the  lens  of  the  allegedly  sole 
political  motivation  of  the  emperor  to  reunite  the  Monophysites  with  the  Church  by 
condemning  their  arch  enemies  and  thus  bore  no  real  theological  importance. 
A.  Hamack  represents  a  typical  form  of  criticism  of  Constantinople  II.  For  him  the 
decisions  of  Constantinople  II  were  a  reversal  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  and,  by  and 
large,  a  general  condemnation  of  its  sources,  namely  the  Antiochene  and  the  Latin 
theology.  In  his  words:  `Rome  had  given  the  formula  of  the  two  natures  to  the  East,  but 
a  hundred  years  later  the  East  dictated  to  the  West  how  this  formula  was  to  be 
understood,  an  interpretation  of  it  which  in  no  way  corresponded  to  the  actual  wording 
of  the  formula'.  "  Through  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  and  the  doctrine  of 
the  Fifth  Council,  the  Church  adopted  for  the  first  time  `a  falsified  tradition,  by  shutting 
out  its  true  fathers  as  heretics  under  the  patronage  of  Justinian'.  "  In  all  `the  blow  which 
the  West  gave  to  the  East  at  the  Fourth  Council  was  parried  by  the  Fifth  Council'.  " 
In  the  same  vein,  K.  Aland  sees  in  the  Chalcedonian  Definition  a  clear  answer  to 
the  christological  problem  and  that  was  due  to  the  positive  influence  of  the  Latin 
christology.  This  achievement  was  annulled  by  Justinian  and  the  Fifth  Council  whose 
christology  closely  resembled  that  of  the  Monophysites  24  A  `leaning  towards 
Monophysitism'  in  the  decisions  of  the  Fifth  Council  is  also  discerned  by  P.  Schaff.  25 
The  same  scholar  in  his  History  of  the  Christian  Church  sums  up  the  general  feeling  as 
regards  the  significance  of  the  Fifth  Council:  `as  to  its  [the  Fifth  Council's]  importance, 
it  stands  far  below  the  four  previous  councils'.  " 
The  whole  Three  Chapters  controversy  is  often  -  attributed  to  the  influence  of 
Theodore  Ascidas,  an  adviser  of  Justinian's  and  allegedly  an  Origenist,  who  wanted  to 
20  `Ecumenical  Dialogue,  Ecumenical  Council,  and  Constantinople  II',  Toronto  Journal  of  Theology  3 
(1987),  50-59  (p.  52). 
History  of  Dogma,  trans.  by  N.  Buchanan  et  al.,  7  vols  (London:  1894-1899),  IV,  p.  250. 
ZZ  Ibid.,  p.  247. 
Ibid.,  p.  250. 
24  A  History,  p.  199f. 
25  The  Creeds  of  the  Greek  and  Latin  Churches  (London:  Hodder,  1877),  p.  73. 
26  History  of  the  Christian  Church,  3  vols  (New  York:  1867),  II,  p.  352. 19 
divert  Justinian's  attention  from  the  persecution  of  the  Origenists  of  Palestine.  "  So  C. 
Hefele  says  that  Ascidas  exploited  Justinian's  `passion  for  dogmatizing'.  "  However, 
this  author  sees  reasons  for  Justinian  to  denounce  the  Three  Chapters:  a)  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia  was  `the  real  father  of  that  heresy  which  took  its  name  from  one  of  his 
disciples,  Nestorius,  '29  b)  Theodoret's  writings  contained  material  which  was  erroneous 
and  could  be  unhesitatingly  anathematised3°  and  finally  c)  an  anathema  on  Ibas'  letter 
`was  fully  justified'  as  it  unfairly  denounced  Cyril  and  the  Council  of  Ephesus  I;  it  was 
indeed  `penetrated  with  the  Nestorian  leaven'.  " 
How  little  attention  is  paid  to  the  work  of  the  Fifth  Council  is  characteristically 
reflected  by  the  space  dedicated  to  it  in  large  histories  of  doctrine  like  that  of  J.  Pelikan. 
In  the  single  paragraph  dealing  with  it,  Pelikan  observes  that  `the  christological  problem 
was  not  settled  at  the  Second  Council  of  Constantinople  much  more  effectively  than  it 
had  been  at  Chalcedon'  32  Similarly  P.  Tillich,  in  his  History  of  Christian  Thought  does 
not  think  much  of  the  Fifth  Council.  He  concludes  his  brief  reference  to  the  post- 
Chalcedonian  debate  by  observing  that  Chalcedon  was  never  really  adopted  in  the  East 
but  it  was  `transformed'  and  `swallowed  up  in  the  eastern  Christian  sacramental  way  of 
thinking  and  acting'.  33 
J.  B.  Bury  regards  Justinian  as  `a  sort  of  imperial  pontiff.  "  For  the  sake  of  a 
reconciliation  with  the  Monophysites,  Bury  maintains,  Justinian  stirred  up  an 
unnecessary  controversy.  In  particular,  he  writes: 
The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  differed  from  the  four  which  preceded  it  in  that 
while'they  pronounced  on  issues  which  divided  Christendom  and  which  called 
for  an  authoritative  decision  of  the  Church,  the  Fifth  dealt  with  a  question 
which  had  been  artificially  created  [...  ]  the  purpose  of  the  Council  which 
Justinian  summoned  was  to  confirm  a  theological  decision  of  his  own  which 
was  incidental  indeed  to  a  vital  controversy,  but  only  incidental.  His  object 
was  to  repair  the  failure  of  Chalcedon  and  to  smooth  the  way  to  reunion  with 
the  Monophysites;  and  it  may  be  said  that  the  Three  Chapters  were  entirely  in 
the  spirit  of  the  orthodox  theological  school  of  his  time.  But  the  question  was 
For  this  issue  see  Part  Two,  Chapter  II. 
28  C.  J.  Hefele,  A  History  of  the  Councils  of  the  Church,  trans.  by  W.  R.  Clark  et  al.,  5  voll  (Edinburgh: 
1871-1896),  Iv,  p.  230;  Similarly,  H:  G.  Beck,  `The  Early  Byzantine  Church'  in  History  of  the  Church, 
ed.  by  H.  Jedin  and  J.  Dolan,  trans.  by  A.  Biggs,  10  vols  (London:  1980-1981),  11,  pp.  450-456. 
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30  Ibid.,  p.  237. 
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provoked  by  himself;  it  was  not  one  on  which  the  decree  of  a  General  Council 
was  imperatively  required.  " 
The  fact  that  Constantinople  II  `adopted  theological  tenets  formulated  by  the 
Emperor'  was  for  Bury  `the  most  characteristic  manifestation  of  Justinianean 
Caesaropapism'  36 
Similarly,  F.  Dvornik  regards  the  whole  affair  as  stirred  up  by  the  emperor  for  the 
sake  of  a  reunion  with  the  Monophysites.  37 
Particularly  negative  towards  the  Fifth  Council  are  the  works  of  E.  Amann38  and 
R.  Devreesse  39  These  authors  see  no  particular  merit  in  the  work  of  the  Fifth  Council 
which  did  not  hesitate  to  use  interpolated  material  to  incriminate  the  Three  Chapters, 
and  in  particular  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia. 
J.  Tixeront4°  and  I.  Watkin°1  consider  Justinian's  initiative  to  convoke  a  Council  in 
order  to  condemn  the  Three  Chapters  unwise  and  eventually  harmful  for  the  unity  of  the 
Church,  even  though  they  do  not  see  a  fault  in  the  doctrinal  work  of  the  Council  in 
itself. 
Other  Western  theologians,  however,  being  more  sympathetic  of  the  work  of  Cyril 
tend  to  see  less  contrast  between  Cyrillianism  and  Chalcedonianism.  J.  N.  D.  Kelly,  for 
instance,  argues  that  Cyril  clearly  distinguished  the  two  natures  in  Christ  which  made 
the  differences  between  him  and  Leo  less  obvious  than  it  has  often  been  suggested  42 
Even  Cyril's  much  criticised  insistence  on  employing  the  `one  physis'  formula,  far  from 
denying  the  doctrine  of  the  two  natures,  simply  served  as  a  safeguard  against 
Nestorianism  and  on  the  assurance  that  it  had  been  used  by  Athanasius.  Moreover  Kelly 
discerned  the  great  part  the  Cyrillian  christology  played  at  Chalcedon  thus  challenging 
the  traditional  western  view  that  it  was  due  to  Leo's  contribution  at  Chalcedon  that 
orthodoxy  was  saved  even  in  the  East.  Kelly  characteristically  says  that  if  Cyril  had 
been  present  at  Chalcedon  `he  too  would  have  acquiesced  in  the  Chalcedonian 
35  History  of  the  Later  Roman  Empire  from  the  Death  of  Theodosius  Ito  the  Death  of  Justinian  (AD 395- 
AD  565),  2  vols  (London:  1923),  11,  pp.  391-392. 
36  A  History  of  the  Later  Roman  Empire  from  Arcadius  to  Irene,  II,  p.  5. 
37  The  Ecumenical  Councils  (Washington:  1961),  p.  33. 
3a  `Trois  chapitres  (affaire  de)',  DTC  15,  pt.  2  (1950),  1868-1924. 
"  Cf.  R.  Devreesse,  `Le  cinqui8me  concile  et  1'  oecumenicit6  byzantine,  '  Studi  e  Testi  123  (Vatican  City: 
1946);  idem,  Essai  sur  Theodore  de  Mopsueste,  Studi  e  Testi,  141  (Vatican  City:  1948). 
ao  History  of  Dogmas,  trans.  by  H.  C.  B.,  3  vols  (London: 1926),  III,  p.  144. 
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settlement  and  would  have  been  embarrassed  by  the  intransigence  of  his  over 
enthusiastic  allies'  43 
The  validity  of  such  an  analysis  is  arguably  limited  by  Kelly's  acceptance  of  the 
theory  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  in  its  slightly  pejorative  sense,  namely  that  it  `subtly 
shifted  the  bias  of  the  council  [i.  e.  Chalcedon],  interpreting  its  teaching  in  a  positive 
Cyrilline  sense'  as 
P.  Gray  is  another  Western  historian  who  challenged  the  long  established  theory 
that  Chalcedon  represented  the  Latin/Antiochene  christological  point  of  view  as 
opposed  to  the  Cyrillian  outlook  of  the  Eastern  Church.  For  him  Chalcedon  was  a 
Cyrillian  Council45.  In  this  sense  he  does  not  see  anything  wrong  in  `Neo- 
Chalcedonianism'  as  an  attempt  to  interpret  Chalcedon  through  Cyril.  He  rather  regards 
it  as  a  natural  development  induced  by  the  Churches  themselves  and  by  Justinian.  46  In 
particular,  he  argues,  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  was  the  product  of  a  Cyrillian- 
Chalcedonian  `middle-ground'  party  who  intended  `to  integrate  the  two  sides  of  its 
christology  into  a  synthetic  view.  The  synthetic  christology  of  Neo-Chalcedonianism 
was  precisely  this  developed  christology'  47 
A  positive  evaluation  of  Constantinople  II  was  that  of  H.  M.  Diepen.  48 
Appreciative  of  Cyril's  Christology,  Diepen  sees  no  disaggrement  between  Ephesus  I 
and  Chalcedon.  As  regards  the  Three  Chapters,  this  author  believes  that  they,  were 
rightly  condemned  at  Constantinople  II.  Theodoret  and  Ibas  were  accepted  at  Chalcedon 
but  only  because  they  concealed  their  true  doctrine. 
Certainly  positive  is  the  view  of  the  Council  taken  by  most  Orthodox  historians.  J. 
Karmiris  contends  that  the  Fifth  Council  was  summoned  for  the  purpose  of  tackling  the 
last  Nestorians  and  also  to  bring  back  to  the  Church  the  separated  Monophysites.  It  did 
not  produce  a  new  creed  but  reaffirmed  the  teaching  of  the  previous  Councils.  The 
eventual  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  did  not  imply  any  kind  of  disavowal  of 
the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Council  which  had  not  examined  the  teaching  of  the  Three 
Chapters  since  Theodore  and  Ibas  agreed  to  condemn  Nestorius  officially.  49  Similar  is 
the  view  of  M.  Kalamaras  who  holds  that  The  Three  Chapters  contained  the  Nestorian 
Ibid,  pp.  341-42. 
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aberration.  In  the  teaching  of  those  opposing  the  imperial  policy,  Kalamaras  sees 
Nestorianism  which  was,  in  fact,  creeping  under  the  form  of  the  so  called  `strict 
Chalcedonianism'.  For  Kalamaras,  the  Council  of  Constantinople  was  as  much  Cyrillian 
as  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  itself.  The  orthodox  line  on  the  matter  was  proclaimed  by 
Cyril  and  the  fathers  of  Chalcedon;  Constantinople  II  did  nothing  else  but  to  follow 
them.  Justinian  was  sincere  when  he  declared  that  the  reason  he  issued  the  edict  against 
the  Three  Chapters  was  to  pacify  the  Church  by  eliminating  the  last  remnants  of 
Nestorianism.  The  Council  of  Constantinople  by  no  means  abolished  the  decisions  of 
the  Chalcedonian  Council,  but  interpreted  what  the  latter  meant,  to  proclaim.  50  For  J. 
Meyendorff  the  idea  that  the  imperial  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  was  a  result 
of  the  intrigues  of  Theodore  Ascidas,  the  Origenist  advisor  of  the  emperor,  is  `rather 
naive  and  malevolent'.  He  substantiates  his  rejection  on  the  fact  that  Antiochene 
christology  had  already  been  criticised  not  only  by  its  natural  opponents,  the  Severian 
Monophysites,  s'  but  also  many  Chalcedonians  SZ 
Meyendorff  maintains  that  Justinian  `was  not  raising  a  new  issue,  but  trying  to 
solve  a  standing  difficulty  in  his  relations  with  the  Monophysites'.  However,  he  admits 
that  the  issue  involved  persons  who  had  died  long  before,  thus,  putting  the  validity  of 
their  proposed  condemnation  at  stake.  Finally,  Constantinople  II  was  for  Meyendorff  an 
ecumenical  Council  (in  the  modem  sense  of  the  word)  aiming  at  reconciling  the 
Monophysites  with  the  Church  on  a  sound  theological  basis.  " 
Inspired  by  Meyendorff's  approach,  G.  L.  C.  Frank  saw  the  importance  of  the 
Fifth  Council  for  the  reconciliation  between  Chalcedonians  and  `strict  Cyrillians,  '  as  the 
fathers  of  Constantinople  managed  to  formulate  the  doctrine  in  language  much  more 
inclusive  than  Chalcedon's.  sa 
A  less  sympathetic  view  of  the  council  was  expressed  by  the  Orthodox  historian 
B.  Giannopoulos.  In  his  opinion  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  was  conciliatory  but 
eventually  failed  in  its  objective.  Justinian  called  the  Council  to  help  a  possible  reunion 
with  the  Monophysites  but  the  circumstances  were  not  conducive  to  such  a  move.  The 
work  of  the  Council  itself  did  not  contribute  anything  new  to  the  faith  of  the  Church  and 
this  is  why  the  following  Councils  -  even  those  of  the  Orthodox  Church  -  did  not 
so  M.  Kalamaras,  The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  (Athens,  1985)  (in  Greek),  pp.  119ff. 
The  moderate  Monophysites  who  followed  Severus  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch.  See  Part  One,  Chapter  V. 
sZ  Imperial  Unity  and  Christian  Divisions:  the  Church  450-680  AD  (New  York:  1989),  p.  236. 
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S°  `The  Council  of  Constantinople  II  as  a  Model  Reconciliation  Council',  Theological  Studies  52  (1991), 
636-650. 23 
care  to  remember  the  personal  anathemas  that  were  pronounced  by  the  fathers  at 
Constantinople.  It  did,  however,  try  very  successfully  to  clarify  the  Chalcedonian 
Definition  and  the  Cyrillian  terminology  in  order  to  persuade  the  Monophysites  that 
Chalcedon  did  not  grant  amnesty  to  Nestorius.  "  For  Giannopoulos  the  Fifth  Ecumenical 
Council  did  not  really  offer  anything  noteworthy  to  orthodoxy.  Even  the  Greek  Church 
did  not  take  care  to  preserve  the  original  Greek  text.  The  decisions  of  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  Council  as  regards  the  personal  anathemas  were  taken  on  the  basis  of  the 
needs  of  the  time  ('out  of  dispensation')  and  were  practically  forgotten  when  the 
situation  changed.  This  is  manifested  in  the  Seventh  Ecumenical  Council  where  the 
anathemas  of  the  Fifth  Council  were  not  mentioned. 
V.  Feidas  accepts  the  theory  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  but  sees  its  positive 
aspect:  by  interpreting  Chalcedon  on  the  basis  of  the  Cyril's  christology,  Constantinople 
II  showed  the  coherence  between  Chalcedon  and  Ephesus  I  and  removed  any  doubt  as  to 
the  adherence  of  the  Fourth  Council  to  the  Alexandrian  theologian.  "  For  Feidas  the 
value  of  Constantinople  II  lies  in  the  fact  that  it  condemned  the  extreme  wings  of  both 
theological  schools  (Alexandria  and  Antioch)  by  incorporating  them  in  the  already 
anathematised  heresies  (Monophysitism  and  Nestorianism).  s' 
The  `Neo-Chalcedonian'  theory 
Perhaps  the  most  systematic  attempt  to  interpret  the  theology  of  Justinian's  era  was 
made  by  J.  Lebon,  C.  Moeller  and  M.  Richard,  three  scholars  of  the  University  of 
Louvain  who  were  the  first  exponents  of  the  popular  theory  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'. 
J.  Lebon  was  the  first  to  use  the  term  in  order  to  describe  the  christological  thought  of 
those  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  who  sought  to  interpret  Chalcedon  more  firmly  in  the 
light  of  Cyril's  christology  and  thus  defend  it  (the  Council)  against  the  Monophysite 
attacks.  58  The  so  called  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  would  accept  as  legitimate  both  the 
dyophysite  language  of  Chalcedon  ('two  natures  or  physes-one  hypostasis')  and  the 
monophysite  one  of  the  strict  Cyrillians  ('one  nature  or  hypostasis  after  the  union') 
provided  that  the  terms  physis  and  hypostasis  are  understood  as  synonymous. 
ss  The  Ecumenical  Councils  and  their  Teaching  (Athens:  1995)  (in  Greek),  p.  35. 
sb  Ecclesiastical  History,  (Athens:  1992),  pp.  657-726. 
s'  Ibid.,  p.  722. 
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This  idea  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  was  adopted  by  C.  Moeller,  who  in  a  lengthy 
article  expanded  on  Lebon's  idea.  59  It  is  with  Moeller  that  the  term  `Neo- 
Chalcedonianism'  acquires  a  rather  pejorative  sense.  Rather  representing  a  genuine 
expression  of  the  theology  of  the  Church  in  the  sixth  century,  it  was  a  kind  of 
`phenomene  induit'  which  appeared  in  the  midst  of  the  religious  crisis  that  followed 
Chalcedon  6°  For  Moeller,  the  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  distorted  the  achievement  of  the 
Chalcedonian  Definition  by  interpreting  it  solely  on  the  basis  of  Cyril  and  in  particular 
on  the  basis  of  his  Twelve  Anathemas.  The  latter,  in  Moeller's  view,  had  been 
completely  ignored  at  Chalcedon.  Justinian  played  a  key  role  in  this  realignment  of 
Chalcedonian  orthodoxy  by  adopting  the  ideas  of  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  and  finally 
sanctioning  them  at  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council. 
Next  in  the  succession  of  Lebon's  idea  was  M.  Richard.  He  made  clear  that  what 
defines  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  was  the  simultaneous  use  of  both  the  Chalcedonian 
formula  `one  hypostasis  in  two  physeis,  '  and  the  Cyrillian  `one  physis  of  the  Logos 
incarnate'  as  necessary  for  orthodoxy  61 
The  basic  idea  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  has  also  been  adopted  by  A.  Grillmeier. 
He  examines  the  christological  issues  after  the  council  of  Chalcedon  and  accepts 
Richard's  definition  that  `Neo-Chalcedonians'-  are  those  theologians  who  availed  of  both 
christological  formulae:  a)  the  `one  physis'  against  Nestorianism  and  b)  the  `two 
physes'  against  Eutychianism  62  Yet,  Grillmeier  goes  even  further  to  trace  the  existence 
of  a  tendency  which  he  calls  `moderate  Neo-Chalcedonianism'.  The  latter  represents  a 
christology  which,  while  based  upon  Chalcedon,  used  strict  Cyrillian  language,  and  in 
particular  the  one  that  was  established  by  the  Twelve  Chapters,  without  however 
regarding  the  use  of  the  `one  physis'  formula  necessary.  63  This  `moderate  Neo- 
Chalcedonianism'  is,  according  to  Grillmeier,  the  christological  outlook  of  Justinian  and 
the  fathers  of  the  Fifth  Council  since  in  the  work  of  neither  of  them  can  we  find 
allowance  for  simultaneous  use  of  the  formulae  `one  physis-two  hypostases'  and  `one 
physis  and  hypostasis'  64  Yet  both  made  full  use  of  the  christology  of  Cyril's  Twelve 
Anathemas,  a  central  characteristic  of  all  `Neo-Chalcedonians'. 
3'  `Le  chalcedonisme  et  le  neo-chalcedonisme  en  Orient  de  451  ä  la  fm  du  VP  siecle'  in  Das  Konzil  von 
Chalkedon:  Geschichte  und  Gegenwart,  ed.  by  A.  Grillmeier  and  H.  Bacht,  3  voll  (Würzburg:  1951),  I, 
(hereafter  cited  as  Chalkedon  i)  pp.  637-720. 
60  Ibid.,  p.  669. 
61  `Le  neo-chalcedonisme',  Melanges  de  science  religieuse  3  (1946),  156-16  1. 
62  Christ  II,  2,  p.  434;  Idem,  `Der  Neu-Chalkedonismus',  Historisches  Jahrbuch  77  (1958),  151-166. 
63  Christ  II,  2,  p.  434. 
64  Ibid.,  pp.  434-35. 25 
Grillmeier  sees  Justinian's  christology  in  a  positive  light.  The  emperor's  main 
contribution  was  his  distinction  between  the  terms  physis  or  ousia  and  hypostasis  or 
prosopon.  Thus  in  his  thought  `trinitarian  and  incarnational  terminology  are  brought  into 
harmony'  65  Yet  when  it  comes  to  Justinian's  interpretation  of  Chalcedon  (as  expounded 
in  the  Confessio  fidel6)  Grillmeier  observes  that  `the  terminology  is  refined  beyond 
Chalcedon  in  the  sense  of  a  cautious  new  interpretation.  " 
As  regards  the  Three  Chapters  issue,  Grillmeier  subscribes  to  the  interpretation  of 
the  events  offered  by  Liberatus68  and  Facundus  of  Hermiana,  69  the  sworn  enemies  of 
Justinian  and  his  policy.  Grillmeier  maintains  that  the  emperor's  decision  was  mainly 
influenced  by  Theodore  Ascidas.  7°  Again  Theodore  is  considered  an  Origenist  who 
wanted  to  divert  Justinian's  attention  from  the  case  of  the  Origenists  in  Palestine. 
Although  Grillmeier  cites  Justinian's  assurance  to  the  East  Illyrian  bishops  that  his 
motives  in  asking  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  was  not  to  make  any 
concessions  to  the  Monophysites  -  the  Severans  in  particular  -  but  to  eradicate  the 
impiety  of  the  accused  theologians,  "  he  thinks  that  his  main  aim  was  to  win  back  the 
Monophysites.  'Z  Overall,  Grillmeier  thinks  that  the  Three  Chapters  issue  should  not 
have  been  raised.  For  the  three  personages,  long  dead,  `caused  no  discernible  damage  in 
the  Imperial  Church  of  the  East  at  that  time  nor  in  the  Latin  West'.  In  other  words  `a 
Neo-Nestorianism  within  the  Imperial  Church  was  not  a  threat'.  73 
Nevertheless  Grillmeier  maintains  that  one  should  make  a  distinction  between  the 
vigorous  and  partisan  critique  by  the  Council  against  the  Three  Chapters,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  Council's  own  doctrinal  statement,  on  the  other.  74 
Concluding  his  analysis  of  Constantinople  II  Grillmeier  observes: 
The  Council  unfortunately  did  not  address  the  real  task  at  that  time  of 
presenting  a  definition  of  hypostasis-person  in  contradistinction  to  that  of 
nature-essence...  The  Council  also  did  not  open  people's  eyes  to  the  necessary 
distinction  between  the  unio  in  hypostasi  et  secundum  hypostasin  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  unio  in  natura  et  secundum  naturam  on  the  other.  75 
65  Ibid.,  p.  428. 
"  See  Part  Two,  Chapter  I. 
67  Christ  II,  2,  p.  429. 
68  Breviarum  Causae  Nestorianorum  et  Eutychianorum,  ACO  II,  5,  pp.  98-141;  PL  68,969-1050. 
69  Facundus  of  Hermiana,  Pro  defensione  trium  capitulorum  libri  XII  ad  lustinianum  imperatorem,  CCL 
90A,  pp.  3-398;  PL  67,527-854. 
7°  Christ  II,  2,  p.  418£ 
"  See  Part  Two,  Chapter  II. 
72  Christ  II,  2,  p.  421. 
"  Ibid.,  p.  461. 
74  Ibid.,  pp.  453-54. 
75  Ibid.,  p.  462. 26 
In  addition,  according  to  Grillmeier,  the  Council  did  not  even  achieve  its  express 
aim,  i.  e.  to  integrate  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas  and  Chalcedon  in  one  synthesis.  In  fact, 
`the  best  synthesis  between  Cyril  and  Chalcedon  still  remained  the  definition  of 
Chalcedon  itself,  especially  if  it  was  read  against  the  background  of  the  old  Symbols 
and  Cyril's  Laetentur  letter.  '  76 
Another  exponent  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  is  W.  de  Vries.  His  view  is  quite 
interesting  because  it  represents  a  cautious  approach  to  the  issue  from  a  Roman  Catholic 
point  of  view  and  in  the  context  of  the  dialogue  between  the  Roman  Catholic  and  the 
Oriental  Orthodox  (Anti-Chalcedonian)  Churches.  This  author  regards  Justinian's 
intervention  as  understandable  if  seen  in  the  light  of  the  imperial  ideals  of  his  time.  As  a 
Christian  emperor  he  ought  to  care  about  the  unity  of  the  Church.  Yet  de  Vries,  too, 
thinks  that  the  Cyrillian  christology,  for  which  Justinian  was  advocating,  was  abandoned 
at  Chalcedon  and  replaced  with  the  Antiochene  one.  "  As  regards  the  decisions  of  the 
Council  they  were  they  ones  that  the  emperor  had  determined  in  advance.  In  fact,  at 
Constantinople  II  `maximum  concession  were  admittedly  made  to  the  opponents  of  the 
Chalcedonian  -  Council'  save  the  complete  disavowal  of  Chalcedon.  This  the 
Constantinopolitan  fathers  could  not  do  for  fear  of  reaction  from  the  Western 
Churches.  78  Nevertheless,  de  Vries  believes  that  Chalcedon  and  Constantinople  II 
differed  in  terminology  and  theological  attitudes,  but  were  in  agreement  as  regards  their 
doctrine.  Speaking  from  a  Roman  Catholic  point  of  view  de  Vries  observes  that  the 
`innovations'  of  the  Fifth  Council  were  `tolerated'  by  the  church,  but  `the  entire 
theological  work  of  the  Second  Constantinopolitan  Council  has  never  been  established 
as  a  dogma'.  In  fact,  this  author  maintains  that  the  Church  ranked  the  Fifth  Council  as 
an  Ecumenical  only  as  far  as  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  is  concerned.  The 
validity  of  its  particular  interpretation  of  Chalcedon  is  open  to  discussion.  79 
, 
In  general,  the  theory  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  became  widespread  8° 
76  Loc.  cit. 
"  Vries,  W.  de,  `The  Three  Chapters  Controversy',  Wort  und  Wahrheit,  2  (supl.  issue)  (1974),  73-82  (p. 
76). 
78  Loc.  cit. 
79  Ibid.,  p.  78. 
80  Other  works  on  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  include:  P.  Galtier,  `L'  Occident  et  le  neo-chalcedonisme', 
Gregorianum  40  (1959),  54-74;  S.  Helmer,  Der  Neuchalkedonismus,  (Bonn:  1962);  E.  Ludwig.,  `Neo- 
Chalcedonism  and  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  of  553'  (unpublished  doctoral  dissertation,  University  of 
Berkeley,  California:  1983). 27 
Brief  critique  of  the  `Neo-Chalcedonian'  theory 
As  already  indicated,  we  do  not  agree  with  either  the  traditional  criticism  against 
Constantinople  II  that  it  disavowed  Chalcedon,  or  the  `Neo-Chalcedonian'  theory  in  its 
pejorative  sense.  Both  these  interpretations  are  based  on  the  false  premise  that 
Chalcedon  and  Cyril  were  more  or  less  incompatible.  Yet,  as  we  shall  see  in  the  minutes 
of  Chalcedon,  the  vast  majority  of  the  fathers  of  Chalcedon  were  Cyrillian.  It  is  true  that 
the  eventual  Horos  did  not  make  express  use  of  Cyrillian  language,  but  was  endorsed 
only  after  it  had  been  made  sure  that  it  agreed  with  Cyril.  As  we  shall  see,  the  Council 
was  compelled  by  the  Palace  and  the  Roman  legates  to  produce  a  document  of  faith 
which  would  incorporate  the  suspicious  sounding  dyophysite  language  used  in  Leo's 
Tome.  But  it  is  obvious  to  us  that  the  committee  in  charge  for  the  drafting  of  the  final 
document  qualified  it  with  such  clauses  so  that  it  would  be  faithful  to  the  teaching  of 
Cyril.  Indeed  the  Horos  reflects  the  orthodox  (non-Nestorian)  dyophysite  faith  of  Leo 
and  the  majority  of  the  (Cyrillian)  fathers. 
Therefore  we  are  entitled  to  say  that  the  Council  of  Constantinople  II  did  nothing 
else  but  present  the  Chalcedonian  Creed  in  the  way  its  authors  intended,  i.  e.  as  a 
confession  of  faith  which  would  proclaim  the  union  in  Christ  along  the  lines  of  Cyril  of 
Alexandria. 
This  is  why  we  believe  that  despite  its  popularity,  `Neo-Chalcedonianism',  in  its 
pejorative  sense,  is  unhistorical.  The  so  called  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  did  not  express  a 
`new'  theology  but  that  of  the  mainstream.  Thus,  an  interpretation  of  Chalcedon  through 
Cyril  was  the  natural  reaction  of  the  Church  against  the  misinterpretation  of  the 
Definition  of  451  by  both  Nestorians  and  Monophysites. 
As  regards  the  related  issue  of  the  Three  Chapters  we  believe  that  Grillmeier  is 
not  right  when  he  says  that  one  should  distinguish  between  the  condemnation  of  the 
three  theologians  and  the  positive  doctrinal  work  of  the  Council.  It  was  exactly  because 
of  the  teaching  of  the  Three  Chapters  that  Chalcedon  was  misinterpreted  and,  therefore, 
a  clear  condemnation  of  their  ideas  was  necessary.  If  Constantinople  II  is  to  be  credited 
for  clarifying  Chalcedon  that  was  precisely  because  it  removed  the  language  of  the 
Three  Chapters  from  the  theological  stage. 
III.  THESES  OF  THIS  STUDY 
We  consider  that  modem  scholarship  in  general  has  been  rather  unfair  to  the  work  of 
Justinian  and  the  Fifth  Council.  Our  view  is  that  the  largely  downplayed  Fifth 
Ecumenical  Council  was  in  itself  a  significant  moment  in  the  history  of  the 28 
christological  doctrine.  Its  decisions  helped  eliminate  both  Nestorian  and  Monophysite 
interpretations  of  the  Chalcedonian  definition  and  elucidated  the  mystery  of  the 
incarnation. 
In  particular  the  theses  of  our  study  will  be  the  following: 
1.  Chalcedon  was  predominantly  a  Cyrillian  Council.  Thus  it  was  intrinsically  in 
full  accord  with  Constantinople  II.  - 
2.  The  crisis  that  followed  451  was  caused  because  Chalcedon,  having  to  tackle 
the  Eutychian  Monophysitism,  shunned  Cyrillian  (i.  e.  orthodox)  monophysite  terms. 
3.  The  Three  Chapters  issue  was  legitimately  raised  because  it  was  on  account  of 
their  teaching  that  Chalcedon  was  misinterpreted  as  Nestorianising. 
4.  The  crisis  could  only  be  healed  by  a  clear  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters 
and  the  exclusion  of  their  strict  dyophysitism  from  the  stage. 
5.  Justinian  and  the  so  called  `neo-Chalcedonians'  did  not  impose  a  new 
christology  on  the  Church.  They  tried  to  sanction  the  ideas  of  the  majority  in  the 
Church. 
6.  Justinian's  christological  works  were  an  important  contribution  to  the 
clarification  of  the  terms  ousia,  hypostasis,  prosopon  as  well  as  the  controversial 
formulae  `one  physis'  and  `out  of  two  physes'.  In  this  sense  the  emperor  was 
instrumental  in  clarifying  the  Chalcedonian  Definition. 
7.  There  certainly  was  political  pressure  upon  Constantinople  II  to  condemn  the 
Three  Chapters  -  in  any  case  not  greater  than  that  felt  by  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  to 
proceed  to  the  final  formulation  of  the  Definition.  But  it  was  not  enough  to  diminish  the 
theological  importance  of  the  Constantinopolitan  decrees.  In  our  view  the  bishops  came 
up  with  an  ecumenical  document  of  faith  which  could  satisfy  both  Cyrillian 
`Monophysites'  and  Cyrillian  `dyophysites'  without  compromising  the  faith. 
8.  The  Fifth  Council  did  not  disavow  or  distort  Chalcedon  as  is  often  maintained. 
Rather  it  clarified  the  Chalcedonian  Horos  in  the  way  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  meant  it, 
that  is  it  showed  that  in  Christ  there  was  one  subject,  that  of  the  Logos.  It  is  true  that  the 
fathers  of  the  Fifth  Council  were  Cyrillians  and  their  interpretation  was  akin  to  the  spirit 
of  the  Alexandrian  father.  However,  as  we  will  see  below  in  more  detail,  the  same  is 29 
also  true  of  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  and  the  majority  of  the  Church  in  the  sixth 
century.  " 
IV.  PLAN  OF  THIS  STUDY 
This  study  is  divided  into  two  parts.  In  the  first  part,  `The  Background  of 
Constantinople  II',  we  describe  briefly  the  political  and  philosophical  context  of  the  late 
Roman  Empire.  We  highlight  Justinian's  military  aspirations  in  the  West  as  having  an 
impact  on  his  ecclesiastical  policy  (Chapter  I).  Then  we  trace  the  development  of  the 
christological  debate  from  the  Nestorian  controversy  up  to  the  so  called  `Neo- 
Chalcedonian'  era.  The  thought  of  Cyril  as  the  predominant  christologist  of  the  early 
Church,  the  decisions  of  Ephesus  I,  the  clash  between  the  Cyrillians  and  the 
Antiochenes  in  the  late  fifth  century  are  all  vital  for  the  understanding  of  the  issues  that 
occupied  the  mind  of  Justinian  and  the  Fifth  Council.  These  are  discussed  in  Chapter  II. 
Chapter  III  inquires  into  the  ideas  of  the  Three  Chapters.  We  do  not  intend  to 
investigate  their  christology  in  the  full  as  this  would  require  a  major  study  by  itself.  We 
only  give  an  outline  of  their  thought  with  special  reference  to  the  issues  that  occupied 
the  mind  of  the  fathers  at  the  Fifth  Council.  Chapter  IV  briefly  examines  how  the 
Chalcedonian  Definition  was  formulated  and  what  its  significance  was.  Chapter  V 
describes  the  clash  between  Chalcedonians  and  Monophysites,  the  rise  of  the 
Monophysite  movement  and  evaluates  the  most  significant  attempts  for  reunion. 
In  Part  Two,  we  examine  the  christology  of  the  Cyrillian  defenders  of  Chalcedon 
or  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  (Chapter  I).  In  Chapter  II  the  christology  of  Justinian  is 
discussed  on  the  basis  of  his  various  writings  with  particular  emphasis  on  his  three 
major  christological  treatises.  Then  we  study  the  work  of  the  Fifth  Council  (Chapter  III). 
In  this  Chapter  III  we  first  follow  the  events  of  the  Three  Chapters  controversy  that  led 
to  the  convocation  of  the  Fifth  Council.  After  a  brief  account  of  the  proceedings  we 
consider  the  doctrinal  definition  of  the  Council,  which  interests  us  most.  In  Chapter  IV 
we  give  our  conclusions.  Finally,  we  append  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas,  the  Letter  of 
Ibas  to  Maris,  and  a  comparative  table  of  the  Thirteen  Anathemas  of  Justinian  (from  his 
Confessiofidei)  and  the  Fourteen  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council. 
a'  A.  Harnack,  although  resenting  the  way  Constantinople  II  handled  Chalcedon,  does  not  deny  that 
Justinian  and  the  bishops  at  Constantinople  II  did  nothing  else  but  sanction  `the  true  feelings  of  the 
majority'.  History  iv,  p.  247. 30 
V.  SOURCE  TEXTS82 
Another  issue  that  should  be  briefly  mentioned  in  this  introduction  is  that  of  the  text  of 
the  Council  proceedings.  Although  the  original  manuscript  was  in  Greek,  the  only 
complete  surviving  copy  of  the  minutes  is  in  Latin  and  is  found  in  the  codex  Parisinus 
lat.  16832,  f.  125'-189"  (91h  c.  ).  A  shorter  version  of  the  proceedings,  which  includes 
only  the  first  four  sessions  and  the  Anathemas,  exists  in  the  codex  Sangalensis  672,  f.  6- 
135.  The  proceedings  were  first  published  by  L.  Surius  on  the  basis  of  an  unknown 
manuscript.  83  Surius'  version  was  shorter  than  that  of  the  Parisinus  codex.  What  is 
interesting  here  is  that  the  shorter  versions  of  the  text  omit  the  following  crucial  parts  of 
the  minutes:  a)  the  letter  of  Pope  Vigilius  to  Justinian,  b)  the  letter  of  Pope  Vigilius  to 
the  Empress  Theodora,  and  c)  the  Oath  of  the  Pope.  They  also  differ  considerably  in 
other  parts  of  the  text  such  as  Justinian's  Letter  to  the  Council  (&e  os  Tühroq).  It  is 
noteworthy  that  all  the  parts  that  the  shorter  tradition  of  the  text  omits  show  an 
inconsistent  attitude  by  the  Pope  with  regard  to  the  condemnation  of  the  Three 
Chapters. 
A  detailed  comparative  examination  of  the  two  textual  traditions  in  the  parts  in 
question  by  Chrysos,  84  proved  that  the  extended  version  of  the  cod.  Parisinus  is  the 
oldest  one.  The  Parisinus  text  is  the  one  that  has  been  used  by  most  scholars  who 
worked  on  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council.  In  this  study  we  will  use  the  Parisinus  text  as 
published  by  J.  Straub.  85 
Finally  we  should  note  that  some  fragments  of  the  original  Greek  have  survived 
and  are  found  in  the  following  sources86:  a)  cod.  Parisinus  gr.  1115,  f.  31"-38"  (13`h  c.  ), 
b)  cod.  Ibiron  381,  f.  308'-316"  (15`'  c.  ),  c)  cod.  Ambrosianus  gr.  F  48  sup.,  f.  85"-87` 
(12"  c.  ),  d)  cod.  Ambrosianus  B  107,  f.  43""44'  (12`"-13"  c.  ),  e)  cod.  Ambrosianus  E  94 
sup.,  f.  219`  and  235'-235"  (15'hc.  ),  f)  cod.  Venetus  Marcianus  gr.  226,  f.  43"-44  (13'h- 
14'  c.  ),  g)  Evagrius'  Church  History,  87  h)  Georgios  Monachos'  Chronikon,  88  i)  Georgios 
82  For  the  following  information  I  am  indebted  to  E.  Chrysos,  The  Ecclesiastical  Policy  ofJustinian  in  the 
Dispute  Concerning  the  Three  Chapters  and  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  Analecta  Vlatadon  3 
(Thessalonica:  1969)  (in  Greek),  pp.  145-199. 
83  Toraus  prim  us  conciliorum  omnium,  tum  generalium,  tum  provincialium  atque  particularium,  5  vols 
(Cologne:  1567),  II,  p.  490.  See  Chrysos,  Justinian's  Ecclesiastical  Policy,  p.  155. 
84  Ecclesiastical,  p.  160-195. 
as  Concilium  Universale  Constantinopolitanum  sub  Justiniano  habitum,  ACO  IV  (Berlin:  1971). 
86  See  Chrysos,  Ecclesiastical,  pp.  145-146;  Idem,  `Excerpts  from  the  Minutes  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical 
Council  in  Byzantine  Chroniclers',  Kleronomia  2,  pt.  2  (1970),  376-400  (in  Greek). 
"  PG  66,2415-2906;  Engl.  tr.  in  A  History  of  the  Church,  ed.  by  H.  G.  Bohn,  (London:  1854),  pp.  255- 
467. 
88  Ed.  by  C.  de  Boor,  2  vols  (Leipzig:  1904),  II,  pp.  629-640. 31 
Kedrinos'  Synopsis  Historion,  89  j)  the  minutes  of  the  council  of  Lateran  (649),  90  and  k) 
the  minutes  of  the  Seventh  Ecumenical  Council  (787).  91 
89  PG  121,24-1165. 
90  Mansi  X,  1069-1070. 
91  Mansi  XI,  225E-228A. 32 
PART  ONE 
THE  BACKGROUND  OF  CONSTANTINOPLE  II 33 
CHAPTER  I 
THE  POLITICAL  AND  PHILOSOPHICAL  ENVIRONMENT 
The  Three  Chapters  Controversy  and  its  aftermath,  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  are 
closely  associated  with  Justinian  I.  He  instigated  the  controversy  and  it  was  his 
guidelines  that  the  Eastern  Church  came  to  endorse  with  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council. 
Justinian's  actions  as  well  as  many  of  the  ecclesiastical  developments  in  relation  to  the 
issue,  can  be  better  understood  if  studied  in  their  historical  setting  in  the  later  Roman 
Empire. 
1.1  THE  POLITICAL  ENVIRONMENT 
The  Later  Roman  Empire 
The  dawn  of  the  sixth  century  found  the  Roman  Empire  in  a  situation  far  different  from 
that  in  which  it  used  to  be  two  centuries  ago.  It  had  long  passed  the  peak  of  its  glory  and 
was  in  decline.  Dramatic  changes  had  happened  since  the  late  first  century  which  were 
to  shape  the  future  of  the  Roman  world.  Emperor  Diocletian  (284-305)  divided  the 
Empire  into  two  spheres  of  administration:  the  Eastern  and  the  Western.  This  move,  on 
the  one  hand,  implicitly  recognised  the  diverse  cultural  and  economic  outlook  of  the  two 
halves  of  the  Empire  and,  on  the  other,  marked  a  gradual  but  clear  shift  of  the  centre  of 
political  gravity  from  the  West  towards  the  East. 
The  importance  of  the  Eastern  part  made  Constantine  decide  to  transfer  the  capital 
from  Rome  to  Constantinople  (330)  -  at  the  cross-roads  of  East  and  West  and  a  far 
more  suitable  location  for  the  regenerating  Empire.  This  event,  along  with  his  previous 
decision,  the  Edict  of  Milan  (313),  making  Christianity  lawful,  were  two  of  the  three 
major  landmarks  in  the  history  of  the  later  Roman  Empire.  The  third  was  the  collapse  of 
its  Western  part  in  the  fateful  year  476.  The  end  of  Roman  rule  in  the  West  that  year 
was  the  climax  of  a  long  process  of  barbarian  attrition  afflicting  the  Western  Empire.  By 
the  end  of  the  fifth  century  the  whole  of  the  Western  Empire  was  virtually  ruled  by 
barbarians:  Italy  by  Ostrogoths,  N.  Africa  by  Vandals,  Spain  by  Visigoths  and  Gaul  by 
Franks.  The  consequences  of  the  barbarian  invasions  were  felt  not  only  in  the  political 
sphere  but  also  in  the  ecclesiastical  one.  The  Goths  from  as  far  back  as  the  fourth 
century  had  been  converted  to  Arianism  by  their  major  missionary  Ulfilas.  That  could 
not  have  been  welcomed  by  their  orthodox  subjects. 
These  losses,  however,  by  no  means  meant  the  end  of  the  Roman  world  nor  of  the 
Roman  Christian  Church  in  the  West.  For  the  most  part,  the  Eastern  Empire  was  still 
intact,  capable  of  not  only  surviving  and  weathering  successive  barbarian  assaults  but 34 
also  of  thriving  for  another  thousand  years.  The  Emperor  in  Constantinople  remained 
the  only  legitimate  successor  of  the  Roman,  Emperors  and  as  such  he  was  recognised 
even  by  the  barbarian  "rulers.  92  What  somehow  misleadingly  came  to  be  called  the 
Byzantine  Empire  was  still  the  Christian  Roman  Empire,  if  less  universal,  of  the 
Mediterranean  world.  "  The  sovereigns  based  in  New  Rome,  as  Constantinople  was 
called,  never  abolished  their  lawful  rights  over  the  lands  once  encompassed  by  their 
Empire.  The  Eastern  Emperors  still  saw  themselves  as  the  guarantors  of  the  integrity 
and  welfare  of  their  state  and  the  orthodoxy  of  Christian  faith. 
Justinian 
With  such  ideals  Justinian  I94  (c.  483-565),  ascended  to  the  imperial  throne.  Born  in 
Illyricum,  he  was  the  nephew  of  the  Emperor  Justin  I  (518-527).  "  Justin  seems  to  have 
appreciated  his  nephew's  brilliance  and  took  care  to  promote  him  through  the  imperial 
high  ranks. 
As  we  shall  see  in  more  detail  below,  by  the  end  of  fifth  century  the  unity  of  the 
Church  and  consequently  that  of  the  Empire  was  shaken.  Numerous  Christian 
communities  in  Egypt  and  Syria,  the  strongholds  of  `Monophysitism',  became  virtually 
detached  from  the  rest  of  the  Empire  as  they  did  not  accept  the  decisions  of  the  Council 
of  Chalcedon.  Various  attempts  by  the  Roman  rulers  to  heal  the  schism  were  futile.  96 
Meanwhile,  in  Rome,  relations  between  the  orthodox  Romans  and  the  barbarian 
Arian  rulers  became  even  more  fragile  despite  the  benevolent  reign  of  Theodoric.  He 
felt  rather  insecure  as  Constantinople  seemed  to  strengthen  its  power  in  the  West.  A 
worrying  sign  of  that  development  was  the  conversion  to  orthodoxy  of  Clovis,  King  of 
the  Franks  (496),  and  Theodoric's  son  in  law,  Sigismund  of  Burgundy  (510).  The 
situation  pushed  Theodoric  to  take  extreme  actions  such  as  the  execution  of  the 
renowned  Roman  philosopher  Boethius  (524)  on  the  grounds  of  alleged  treason  to  the 
Romans.  It  was  at  this  time  of  tension  that  Justin  published  an  edict  banning  any  activity 
by  the  Arians  inside  the  Empire.  The  despair  of  the  papacy  under  these  circumstances 
92  Theodoric  the  Ostrogoth  ruler  of  Italy  and  Clovis  the  Frankish  ruler  of  Gaul  had  to  request  that  insignia 
of  imperial  power  be  granted  to  them  from  Constantinople  in  order  to  be  accepted  as  heads  of  their  states. 
Cf.  A.  A.  Vasiliev,  History  of  the  Byzantine  Empire,  trans.  by  S.  Ragozin,  2  vols  (Madison:  1928-1929)  I, 
p.  139. 
93  J.  W.  Barker,  Justinian  and  the  Later  Roman  Empire  (Wisconsin:  1966),  p.  37. 
94  On  Justinian  see  P.  N.  Ure,  Justinian  and  his  Age  (Middlessex:  1951);  R.  Browning,  Justinian  and 
Theodora  (London:  1971);  J.  Moorhead,  Justinian  (London:  1994). 
9s  On  Justin  and  his  policy  see  A.  Vasiliev,  Justin  the  First,  Dumbarton  Oaks  Studies  I  (Cambridge, 
Mass.:  1950). 
96  See  Part  One,  Chapter  V. 35 
was  such  that  Pope  John  I  (523-526)  had  to  travel  to  Constantinople  in  a  mission  of 
intervention  on  behalf  of  the  Arians  (526),  and  out  of  fear  of  a  Gothic  retaliation  against 
the  Roman  orthodox  in  Italy.  " 
These  developments  were  influential  factors  in  forming  Justinian's  policy  towards 
the  West.  He  was  now  more  than  ever  convinced  that  it  was  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
Western  Catholics  to  get  rid  of  the  Arian  rulers  and  return  to  the  unity  of  the  Empire 
under  the  one  ruler  in  Constantinople.  To  this  end  he  worked  behind  the  scenes  by 
advising  his  uncle  in  most  matters,  especially  ecclesiastical  ones. 
The  extent  of  Justinian's  influence  on  his  uncle,  however,  should  not  be 
exaggerated,  despite  the  fact  that  Justin  made  him  officially  co-emperor  in  527.  Indeed, 
when  Justinian  became  sole  emperor  he  proceeded  with  a  series  of  actions  which, 
obviously,  he  had  not  been  in  a  position  to  accomplish  during  his  uncle's  reign.  98 
Justinian  was  a  powerful  personality  with  intellectual  interests  rarely  found  among 
the  Roman  sovereigns.  Throughout  his  reign  Justinian  proved  to  be  a  man  of  strong 
convictions,  inexhaustible  energy  and  high  ideals,  ready  to  carry  out,  in  an 
uncompromising  manner,  what  he  thought  it  was  good  for  both  the  spiritual  and  the 
social  welfare  of  his  subjects.  His  genuine  piety  was  manifested  not  only  in  his  love  for 
theology,  in  which  he  was  very  well  versed,  but  also  in  his  ascetic,  almost  monastic  way 
of  life  99  In  his  undertakings'Justinian  was  assisted  and  sometimes  decisively  influenced 
by  his  wife  Theodora  whose  dubious  past  gave  rise  to  bitter  gossip  by  contemporaries 
and  historians.  Her  strong  religious  and  alleged  Monophysite  leanings"'  are  believed  to 
have  influenced  Justinian's  ecclesiastical  policy  to  some  degree.  All  these  factors  played 
their  part  throughout  Justinian's  memorable  reign. 
Legal  Achievements 
Upon  his  elevation  to  the  throne  Justinian  determined  to  reorganise  Roman  society.  The 
most  remarkable  of  his  achievements  was'  probably  the  codification  of  Roman  law,  an 
accomplishment  which  gained  him  universal  fame.  He  set°  up  committees  of  expert 
lawyers  and  jurists  who,  under  his  vigilant  supervision,  a)  systematised  the  imperial 
9'  See  Meyendorff,  Imperial,  p.  220. 
9'  Loc.  cit. 
"'  Bury,  History  of  the  Later  Roman  Empire  from  the  Death  of  Theodosius  I  to  the  Death  of  Justinian,  pp. 
24-25. 
10°  Evagrius  says  that  there  was  a  kind  of  agreement  between  the  couple,  Justinian  adhering  to  Chalcedon 
and  Theodora  to  Monophysitism.  HE  iv,  10.  J.  Meyendorff  disagrees  with  this  designation  of  Theodora 
as  a  Monophysite.  He  thinks  that  she  was  also  a  Chalcedonian  who  saw  that  it  was  possible  for  the 
Severian  Monophysites  to  return  to  the  orthodox  Church.  To  this  end,  in  consultation  with  Justinian,  she 
developed  personal  relations  with  them.  Imperial,  p.  222. 36 
laws  of  the  previous  centuries  and  incorporated  them  into  one  much  more  manageable 
code  (Codex  Iustinianus,  529),  b)  collected  and  codified  into  one  corpus  (Digest,  533) 
the  vast  number  of  laws  produced  by  the  Roman  jurists  over  the  preceding  centuries, 
and  c)  published  a  concise  textbook  for  the  law  students  (Institutes,  533).  Further 
Justinian  issued  a  number  of  complementary  laws  (Novels)  dealing  with  particular 
issues.  The  Corpus  Juris  Civilis,  as  Justinian's  corpus  of  legislative  works  came  to  be 
known,  "'  served  as  the  basis  for  the  legislation  of  many  Western  states. 
Wars  in  the  West 
Central  to  Justinian's  political  ambitions  was  the  recapture  of  the  Western  provinces. 
Throughout  his  reign,  he  was  orientated  towards  the  West,  something  which  probably 
had  to  do  with  his  coming  from  an  area  traditionally  ascribed  to  the  Western 
jurisdiction.  However,  the  main  reason  for  his  dream  to  annex  the  West  was  his  overt 
ambition  to  restore  the  Empire  to  its  ancient  glory,  and  free  the  Western  Catholics  from 
the  yoke  of  the  Arian  rulers.  He  conceived  this  as  his  legitimate  right,  duty  and  mission 
as  a  Christian  Roman  Emperor.  '02 
Thus,  after  coming  to  terms  with  the  Empire's  old  enemy,  Persia  (though  on  the 
basis  of  a  humiliating  for  the  Romans  treaty),  Justinian  embarked  on  a  gigantic  military 
campaign  for  the  recapture  of  the  West.  His  first  target  was  N.  Africa  and  the  kingdom 
of  the  Vandals  which  was  based  in  Carthage.  A  relatively  small  army  headed  by  the 
brilliant  general  Belissarius  was  enough  to  rout  the  Vandal  troops  and  storm  Carthage 
itself  (533).  After  a  few  months,  Belisarius  had  gained  control  of  the  greater  part  of  N. 
Africa,  Corsica,  Sardinia  and  the  Balearic  Islands.  Although  a  little  short  of  Justinian's 
expectations  (the  Western  part  of  North  Africa  was  not  annexed),  this  was  a  stunning 
achievement  which  was  enthusiastically  received  in  Constantinople. 
Now  it  was  the  turn  of  Italy.  After  a  relatively  easy  advance,  Belisarius  conquered 
the  whole  of  South  Italy  and  on  9  December  536  triumphantly  entered  Rome.  He  was 
joyfully  welcomed  by  its  Roman  citizens.  The  establishment  of  imperial  control  in  Italy 
was  not  an  easy  task  though.  The  Ostrogoths  soon  struck  back  and  besieged  Rome.  The 
siege,  unsuccesful,  lasted  for  almost  one  year  during  which  time  an  interesting 
development  occurred  which  is  closely  related  to  the  Three  Chapters  issue. 
When  Belissarius  entered  Rome,  Silverius  (536-537)  was  the  Pope,  a  cleric  who 
had  been  installed  with  the  help  of  the  Goth  rulers.  That  was  enough  for  Silverius  to  be 
101  Vasiliev,  History,  p.  179. 
102  Ibid,  p.  166. 37 
accused  by  some  of  treason  during  the  Gothic  siege.  This  accusation  combined  with 
Silverius'  refusal  to  lift  the  excommunication  of  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople 
Anthimus  (536),  103  paved  the  way  for  Vigilius,  a  Roman  deacon  of  Constantinople,  to 
present  himself  as  a  possible  candidate  for  the  Papal  throne.  Being  Theodora's  friend 
made  things  much  easier  for  Vigilius,  who  shortly  afterwards  was  elected  Bishop  of 
Rome,  while  Silverius,  charged  with  treason,  was  on  his  way  to  exile.  104  Vigilius  was  to 
be  the  Pope  with  whom  Justinian  hoped  to  have  better  co-operation  in  sorting  out  the 
Three  Chapters  issue. 
While  the  foregoing  ecclesiastical  intrigues  were  taking  place,  Justinian's  fortunes 
in  the  battle  front  changed.  The  Persians  captured  Antioch.  The  imperial  army  now  had 
to  battle  on  two  fronts,  a  fact  which  weakened  the  imperial  position  in  Italy.  The  Goths 
seized  the  opportunity  and  recaptured  some  of  the  land  they  had  lost  to  Belissarius.  Six 
years  later  (552)  however,  Justinian  managed  to  establish  imperial  rule  in  Italy  and  gain 
control  of  nearly  the  whole  of  Mediterranean  Sea. 
Justinian's  military  successes  had  two  sides.  They  doubtless  raised  the  prestige  of 
the  Empire  and  showed  the  world  that  the  imperial  Romans  had  lost  little  of  their  old 
vigour.  Yet,  these  huge  expeditions  had  a  serious  impact  on  the  finances  of  the  Empire. 
To  sustain  his  army,  Justinian  drained  the  resources  of  the  treasury  which  in  turn  had  to 
rely  on  heavy  taxation.  The  wars  in  Italy,  also,  had  devastating  results  on  the  social  and 
economic  life  of  the  country  which  lasted  for  centuries.  Furthermore,  the  Empire's 
preoccupation  with  Western  enemies  left  its  rear  unprotected  against  the  Eastern  ones, 
Persia  in  particular,  which  proved  to  be  deadlier.  One,  however,  should  not  be  quick  to 
condemn  Justinian  for  his  choices,  for  at  the  time  he  made  them  one  could  hardly 
anticipate  the  way  things  could  turn  out.  'os 
Religious  Policy 
The  basic  principle  of  Justinian's  ecclesiastical  policy  could  be  summarised  in  one 
phrase:  unity  of  faith  throughout  the  empire  through  universal  adherence  to  the  four 
Ecumenical  Councils.  For  Justinian  there  should  be  not  only  one  state  and  one  law  but 
also  one  faith  and  Church.  "'  In  the  Christian  Roman  ideology  of  his  time  there  was  no 
103  Anthimus,  a  Chalcedonian  who  turned  Severian,  had  been  excommunicated  by  Pope  Agapetus  (535- 
536)  during  the  latter's  visit  to  Constantinople  in  536,  and  replaced  by  Menas  (536-552). 
104  Later  on,  Justinian  looked  at  Silverius'  case  anew  and  accepted  his  innocence.  However,  Vigilius  was 
not  prepared  to  give  up  his  throne  and  the  unfortunate  hierarch  was  sent  to  Palmaria  a  small  island  off  the 
Italian  cost  where  he  died.  See  Moorhead,  pp.  81-82. 
'°5  H.  G.  Koenigsberger,  Medieval  Europe  400-1500  (New  York:  1987),  p.  37. 
106  Vasiliev,  History,  p.  181. 38 
such  clear  divide  between  State  and  Church  as  we  perceive  it  today.  Although  imperial 
authority  and  priesthood  had  distinct  roles,  they  both  had  divine  origin  and  shared  the 
same  mission:  to  unite  all  peoples  under  one  God,  one  faith.  In  Justinian's  view  the 
Emperor  had  the  responsibility  to  care  for  the  Church  and  her  priests  as  they,  in  turn, 
prayed  for  the  rulers  and  the  welfare  of  the  state.  107 
These  ideals  were  put  into  practice  already  from  Justinian's  days  as  a  Caesar 
under  Justin.  The  edict  of  527  (De  Haereticis)1°8  prescribed  severe  measures  against  all 
those  who  refused  to  accept  Chalcedon.  When  he  became  Emperor  his  policy  towards 
religious  minorities  remained  equally  rigorous.  The  Manicheans,  1°9  were  among  the  first 
to  face  the  new  Emperor's  measures.  Those  of  them  who  refused  to  abandon  their 
beliefs  were  burnt.  Radical  also  were  the  imperial  measures  against  the  old  Jewish 
heresy  of  the  Samaritans1°  whose  synagogues  were  destroyed.  Their  attempt  to  push 
things  harder  by  organising  a  separatist  movement  (529)  along  with  threats  of  a  possible 
approach  towards  Persia,  the  Empire's  old  enemy,  only  worsened  their  position. 
Justinian's  army  crushed  the  rebels.  "'  Similarly,  he  persecuted  the  Montanists,  112 
although  a  more  tolerant  attitude  was  taken  towards  orthodox  Jews.  Whilst  seen  with 
contempt  and  excluded  from  state  positions,  they  were  not  deprived  of  their  civil 
rights.  "'  That  was,  however,  as  far  as  their  liberty  could  go.  The  pagans  were  also 
naturally  targeted  and  were  officially  eradicated  from  the  Empire.  Justinian's  hostile 
legislation  against  paganism  resulted  in  the  closure  of  the  famous  philosophical  school 
of  Athens  (529).  "' 
In  the  midst  of  all  these  major  political,  social  and  military  undertakings  Justinian 
decided  to  re-open  the  christological  debate  over  the  Three  Chapters.  The  way  he 
handled  it  is  quite  representative  of  the  kind  of  ecclesiastical  policy  he  imposed.  He 
understood  himself  as  having  a  legitimate  right  to  intervene  in  theological  matters  or 
even  initiate  doctrinal  debates.  Certainly  his  theological  learning  enabled  him  to  do 
107  Preamble  of  the  6th  Novella. 
10'  CI1,5  (ed.  by  P.  Krueger,  (Berlin:  1877),  pp.  73-86. 
109  A  religious  philosophy  originating  in  Persia.  Its  teaching  was  characterized  by  an  uncompromising 
dualism  (a  sharp  conflict  between  spiritual  and  material  realms).  For  the  history  of  the  heresy  see  G. 
Widengren,  Mani  and  Manichaeism,  trans.  by  C.  Kessler  (London:  1965). 
"°  The  Samaritans  accepted  only  the  first  five  books  of  the  Old  Testament.  Rejecting  the  traditional 
Judaism  formed  their  own  Synagogues.  See  A.  D.  Crow  (ed.  ),  The  Samaritans  (Tübingen:  1989). 
"'  Ibid.,  pp.  55-81. 
"Z  Another  early  Christian  heresy  (second  half  of  the  2nd  c.  )  originated  by  a  certain  Montanos  from 
Phrygia.  The  heresy  had  a  strong  apocalyptic  and  ascetic  element  in  its  teaching. 
113  Bury,  History  of  the  Later  Roman  Empire  from  the  Death  of  Theodosius  Ito  the  Death  of  Justinian,  p. 
366. 
114  Ibid,  p.  370;  Moorhead,  p.  27. 39 
so.  "'  Justinian's  involvement  in  Church  affairs  was  well  within  the  limits  of  previous 
practice  in  the  Christian  Empire,  notably  his  respect  for  the  Church  Council  as  the  only 
means  of  determining  its  doctrine.  "' 
1.2  THE  PHILOSOPHICAL  ENVIRONMENT 
It  is  commonly  accepted  that  developing  early  Christian  theology  is  influenced  by 
Greek  philosophy.  As  most  theological  developments  of  the  Early  Church  took  place  in 
areas  overwhelmingly  dominated  by  the  spirit  of  Hellenism,  the  impact  of  Greek 
culture,  positive  or  negative,  on  Christian  thinkers  cannot  be  exaggerated.  Not  only  were 
early  theological  treatises  written  in  Greek,  but  also  key  terms  which  the  Church  used  to 
clarify  the  subtle  principles  of  her  faith  were  Greek.  Terms  like  `Logos',  `ousia' 
(essence  or  substance),  `prosopon'  (person),  `hypostasis'  (individual  existence), 
`homoousios'  (of  the  same  substance)  were  loan-words  from  philosophy  that  facilitated 
the  expression  of  doctrine. 
Christianity  came  into  contact  with  Greek  thought  as  soon  as  the  Gospel  was 
preached  to  Gentiles.  In  Athens  Paul  used  dialectical  arguments  to  defend  Christian 
beliefs  when  challenged  by  Stoics  and  Epicurean  philosophers.  "'  However,  the  most 
decisive  and  fruitful  encounter  between  Christianity  and  Greek  ideas  occurred  from  c. 
150-250  A.  D.  "$  Then,  the  Apologists  and  especially  theologians  in  Alexandria  started 
assimilating  Greek  concepts  into  their  thought.  The  philosophical  systems  dominant  at 
that  time  were,  mainly,  Platonism,  in  particular  the  so  called  Middle  Platonism, 
Stoicism,  and  Neoplatonism.  Naturally,  Christian  thinkers  drew  on  these  philosophies.  It 
is  noteworthy  that,  perhaps  with  the  exception  of  the  Antiochene  thinkers, 
Aristotelianism  was  not  a  dominant  influence  during  that  era.  That  was  perhaps  because 
the  rather  scientific  and  empirical  nature  of  his  thought  did  not  appeal  to  the 
increasingly  religious  and  idealistic  intellectuals  of  the  late  Roman  Empire,  including 
Christians. 
Let  us  now  give  a  brief  account  of  these  Schools: 
Platonism 
A  basic  understanding  of  Plato's  philosophical  system,  involves  grasping  his  theory  of 
`ideas'  (18iat)  or  `forms'  (etg  ).  `Ideas'  are  not  mere  concepts  existing  in  our  mind  as 
"S  Chrysos,  p.  200. 
16  Ibid.,  p.  17. 
"'  Acts,  17.16ff.  See  Stead,  `Greek  influence,  '  p.  175. 
"'  A.  Theodorou,  The  Influence  of  the  Greek  Thought  on  the  Theological  Schools  of  Alexandria  and 
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we  consider  them  today.  They  are  real  entities  existing  outside  the  material  world  which 
is  but  a  poor  and  defective  imitation  of  those  ideas.  In  other  words  whatever  exists  in  the 
visible  world  has  its  analogous  entity  in  the  realm  of  ideas  only  that  the  former  is 
defective  whereas  the  latter  perfect.  An  example  is  the  idea  of  justice  which  exists  in  the 
realm  of  ideas  and  it  is  perfect.  But  what  we  achieved  in  the  world  as  particular  justice  is 
an  imperfect  imitation  of  it. 
The  highest  of  the  ideas  and  at  the  same  time the  summation  of  all  is  the  idea  of 
the  `Good'.  The  `Good'  as  an  idea  is  not  a  person,  which  means  that  in  Plato's  system 
there  is  no  personal  God.  The  `Good'  is  the  perfect  `Being,  '  unchanging  and  absolute. 
The  only  way  human  beings  can  communicate  with  the  realm  of  ideas  is  through 
the  soul  (yrvxrý».  Plato's  teaching  about  the  soul  is  perhaps  the  one  that  has'  left  the 
deepest  imprint  on  Western  thought.  Much  of  our  modern  understanding  of  the  human 
being  as  the  synthesis  of  body  and  soul  goes  back  to  Platonic  teaching.  The  soul,  is  one 
of  the  two  parts  that  human  beings  comprise  -  the  other  being  the  body.  The  body  is 
inferior  as  belonging  to  the  material  world  and  in  fact  is  the  prison  of  the  soul.  The  real 
home  for  the  soul  is  the  sphere  of  the  planets,  the  realm  of  the  ideas,  from  which  it  came 
and  to  which  it  longs  to  return.  That  return  constitutes  the  redemption  of  the  human  soul 
from  the  material  world.  Unlike  the  body,  the  soul  is  eternal. 
Human  soul  is  divided  by  Plato  into  three  parts:  the  rational  part,  the  will  and  the 
appetites.  Man's  duty  is  to  control  the  appetites  by  the  rational  part  of  the  soul.  Then  he 
is  rational  and  just.  For  each  of  these  of  parts,  man  has  to  cultivate  the  corresponding 
virtue:  wisdom  for  the  rational  part,  courage  for  the  will,  and  self-control  for  the 
appetites. 
Particularly  interesting,  especially  from  a  Christian  point  of  view,  is  Plato's  theory 
of  knowledge.  Knowledge  for  Plato  is  attainable.  Its  attainment,  however,  does  not 
result  from  experience  but  from  recollection  of  what  the  soul  already  knew  in  its  pre- 
existence  before  it  entered  the  body.  This  knowledge  was  forgotten  because  the  soul, 
before  leaving  the  true  world  of  ideas  drank  the  water  of  Lethe  and  so  it  comes  into  the 
world  oblivious  of  its  origin.  "'  So  all  recollection  is  difficult  and  it  requires  an  ascetic 
abandonment  of  the  sensual  world  and  an  entrance  into  the  real  world  of  truth  which  is 
the  world  of  ideas.  This  reality  is  represented  in  the  `Myth  of  the  Cave'.  "'  The  myth  has 
the  following  symbolism:  the  cave  is  the  sensual  world  where  people  are  chained  by 
19  Respublica  621  c.  See,  W.  K.  C.  Guthrie,  The  Greek  Philosophers  (London:  1993),  p.  97. 
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their  passions  and  appetites.  The  shadows  are  what  we  mistakenly  take  as  truth  not 
being  able  to  discern  what  is  really  true.  The  climbing  of  the  hill  is  the  exercise  of  the 
virtues  necessary  to  bring  people  to  the  truth  which  is  symbolised  by  the  sun. 
Plato's  deeply  mystical  view  of  the  world  and  man,  and  in  particular,  -  the 
description  of  God  as  a  `craftsman'  who  created  the  world  (an  idea  which  matched  the 
biblical  teaching  of  God  as  creator12'),  the  transcendence  of  God,  the  depreciation  of  the 
material  world  compared  to  the  spiritual,  the  distinction  of  body  and  soul  and  the 
immortality  of  the  soul,  were  particularly  appealing  to  Christian  thinkers.  The  great 
Alexandrian  thinkers  Clement  of  Alexandria  (150-215  AD)  and  Origen  (c.  185-254  AD) 
were  the  first  to  look  positively  upon  Plato's  ideas  and  introduce  them  into  their 
theological  system.  122  The  Apologists  (Aristeides,  Athenagoras,  Justin)  before  them 
were  also  positive  towards  Plato  and  ancient  philosophy  but  not  on  the  scale  of  Clement 
and  Origen.  After  them,  a  whole  sequence  of  theologians  followed  the  lines  of  the 
Alexandrian  School  -  most  influential  of  them  being  the  Cappadocians  -  and  used 
Platonic  ideas  in  order  to  express  their  faith.  12'  This  supports  the  hypothesis  that  during 
the  patristic  era  there  was  a  kind  of  florilegium  of  Platonic  ideas  helping  to  shape 
theology.  124 
Aristotlel25 
Some  basic  Aristotelian  ideas  are  thought  to  have  played  an  important  part  in  the 
development  of  the  formulation  of  the  christological  dogma.  The  most  obvious  seems  to 
have  been  the  Aristotelian  teaching  about  physis,  `primary'  and  `secondary  substance' 
and  the  union  of  things  which  we  examine  below.  Here  it  is  necessary  to  mention 
Aristotle's  general  distinctions  between  form  and  matter,  substance  and  `accidents'. 
Aristotle,  in  contrast  to  Plato,  taught  that  the  substance  of  everything  that  exists  is  in  the 
being  itself  and  not  in  another  ideal,  immaterial  world.  Every  individual  being  possesses 
substance.  However,  we  normally  do  not  see  this  substance  because  things  are  in 
constant  motion;  what  we  see  is  its  `accidents'  which  are  properties  of  the  being  but 
which  are  external  and  do  not  belong  to  its  substance. 
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Aristotle  accepts  a  kind  of  `forms'  but  for  him  they  are  not  transcendent  but 
immanent.  The  6(877,  as  he  calls  them,  determine  the  particular  mode  of  existence  of 
beings  and  do  not  survive  their  death.  Every  being  -which  as  we  have  said  possesses  its 
substance-ultimately  consists  of  form  and  matter.  Form  cannot  exist  independently  of 
the  matter.  Form  is found  only  in  the  individual  being,  the  concrete  existence.  Aristotle 
applies  his  theory  to  man:  the  body  is  the  matter  whereas  the  soul  the  form.  It  follows 
that  a  body  cannot  exist  without  a  soul  and  vice  versa. 
The  Aristotelian  theory  of  form  and  matter  seems  to  have  had  a  bearing  on  both 
the  Antiochene  and  the  Alexandrian  Christologies.  When  we  consider  that  the  term 
`prosopon'  (;  rpöo-o  »rov)  corresponds  to  the  Aristotelian  `form'  and  `physis'  (SpvctS)  to 
`matter',  then  we  can  explain  why  Nestorius  -as  we  shall  see-  had  great  difficulty  to 
accept  an  `impersonal'  human  nature  in  Christ.  For  him  `every  physis...  must  have  its 
own...  prosopon'.  126  Similarly,  the  strict  Cyrillians  of  the  Alexanrian  school  would 
refuse  to  accept  the  Chalcedonian  `two  physes'  because  for  them  that  implied  `two 
prosopa'. 
Another  interesting  parallel  seems  to  exist  between  Aristotle's  idea  that  soul  and 
body  can  be  distinguished  only  in  thought12'  and  the  later  teaching  of  Constantinople  II 
that  the  distinction  between  the  natures  in  Christ  is  permissible  only  `in  thought'  or 
`contemplation'  (zj  &&wpia  pövy).  But  this  we  will  discuss  in  detail  in  Part  Two, 
Chapter  II. 
Stoicism 
Another  philosophical  School  that  had  a  considerable  impact  on  Christianity  was 
Stoicism.  Stoicism  was  the  one  of  the  two  great  philosophical  Schools  of  the  Hellenistic 
era  -  the  other  being  the  Epicureans.  However,  in  the  period  prior  to  the  emergence  of 
Christianity  Stoicism  had  become  the  most  influential  philosophical  system  in  the 
Roman  World. 
The  Stoic  School  was  established  in  Athens  in  c.  330  BC  by  Zeno  who  along  with 
his  disciples  Cleanthes  of  Assos  and  Chrysippus  represent  the  first  period  of  Stoic 
philosophy  (300-200BC).  The  second  period,  usually  termed  as  Middle  Stoa,  coincides 
with  the  introduction  of  Stoicism  to  the  Romans  and  is  represented  by  teachers  such  as 
Panaetius  of  Rhodes  and  -Posidonius  of  Apamea  in  Syria.  The  third  period  of  Stoicism 
126  F.  Loofs,  Nestoriana  (Halle:  1905),  pp.  71;  72;  78. 
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or  Later  Stoa  is  Roman  and  includes  Cato  the  Younger,  Seneca,  Epictetus  and  the 
Emperor  Marcus  Aurelius. 
The  Stoic  view  of  the  world  is  fundamentally  materialistic.  For  them  everything  in 
the  universe  is  matter;  some  parts  of  it  grosser,  some  others  finer.  The  grosser  matter  is 
the  reality  that  surrounds  us  and  is  passive.  The  finer  is  a  kind  of  fire  (7rz3p)  which  is 
omnipresent  pervading  and  holding  together  everything  that  exists.  This  fire  which  is 
also  called  breath  (rvetYpa),  providence  (7rpövota),  Zeus,  or  -very  interestingly  from  a 
Christian  point  of  view  -'logos'  (Aöyos),  is  for  the  Stoics  the  ultimate  Divine  being.  In 
this  sense  Stoicism  is  a  pantheistic  system. 
Stoicism,  like  Platonism,  sees  in  man  two  entities:  body  and  soul.  The  former 
belongs  to  the  realm  of  heavy  matter,  the  latter  to  the  realm  of  the  light.  As  such  the  soul 
is  a  manifestation  of  the  `logos'  in  human  beings.  Like  the  `logos'  in  the  universe,  so  the 
soul  pervades  the  whole  body.  The  soul  consists  in  eight  parts:  the  five  senses,  voice, 
creative  power  and  the  `the  leading  part'  (rjysuovtKöv),  which  is  the  mind. 
The  moral  advance  of  the  person  lies  on  the  moral  state  of  his  soul:  this  is  the 
main  point  of  the  ethical  teaching  of  the  Stoics.  A  moral  person  should  be  liberated  from 
the  passions  and  desires  generated  by  the  surrounding  world  and  this  is  achieved 
through  wisdom  and  restraint.  Drawing  on  Plato  the  Stoics  recognised  four  virtues: 
wisdom,  courage,  justice  and  self-control. 
Another  interesting,  from  a  Christian  point  of  view,  aspect  of  the  Stoic  philosophy 
is  their  allegorical  interpretation  of  Greek  mythology.  The  Stoics  held  that  the  simple 
unsophisticated  stories  about  the  gods  imply  deeper  truths  which  may  not  be  obvious  to 
the  ordinary  people  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  true  philosopher  to  discern  them.  The  Stoic 
allegory  was  adopted  by  the  Jewish  philosopher  Philo  of  Alexandria  (c.  30  BC-c.  50 
AD)  and  through  him  passed  to  Clement  of  Alexandria  and  Origen  who  established  it  as 
the  official  method  of  interpretation  of  the  Alexandrian  theological  school. 
However,  the  Stoic  theory  that  is  most  relevant  to  the  doctrine  of  incarnation  is 
that  of  the  union  of  things.  This  we  intend  to  examine  in  the  section  of  the  `hypostatic 
union'. 
Middle  Platonism 
What  is  known  as  Middle  Platonism  is  in  fact  the  kind  of  Platonism  which  we  come 
across  in  the  period  between  the  first  century  B.  C.  and  the  second  century  A.  D.  Its 
philosophers  sought  a  coalescence  between  Platonism,  Stoicism,  Aristotelian  logic  and 
Pythagoreanism.  It  is  generally  accepted  as  the  form  of  Platonism  that  the  Fathers  were 44 
most  acquainted  with.  A  characteristic  development  in  the  synthesis  of  Middle 
Platonism  is  the  identification  by  Albinus  of  the  Platonic  form  of  `Good',  with  the 
Aristotelian  `Supreme  Mind'.  Carrying  this  identification  further,  Philo,  the  learned 
Alexandrian  Jew  who  was  greatly  influenced  by  Middle  Platonism,  teaches  that  the 
(Platonic)  forms  are  thoughts  in  the  mind  of  God.  "' 
Neoplatonism 
By  the  sixth  century,  Neoplatonism  had  become  the  mainstream  philosophical  current  in 
the  Roman  Empire.  Neoplatonism  is  a  collective  name  for  a  school  of  various  thinkers 
who  based  their  thought  on  Platonic  metaphysical  ideas  but,  in  fact,  they  incorporated 
and  developed  many  other  philosophical  and  religious  doctrines  of  the  ancient  Greek 
and  Hellenistic  era.  It  originated  in  Alexandria,  in  the  third  century.  Its  founder  was 
Plotinus  (c.  AD  205-270),  a  pupil  of  Ammonius  Saccas  (fl.  200-250)  -  the  same  doctor 
who  initiated  Origen  into  the  world  of  Greek  philosophy.  His  ideas  were  published  by 
one  of  his  students,  Porphyry  (c.  232-305),  in  the  form  of  nine  treatises  known  as  the 
Enneads. 
In  Plotinus'  system129  the  universe  is  divided  into  three  levels:  a)  the  ultimate  one 
which  is  occupied  by  the  One,  the  highest  authority  in  the  universe,  b)  the  Nous 
(Intelligence),  and  c)  the  Soul.  The  One  is  a  perfect,  infinite,  absolutely  transcendent 
reality  which  is  the  source  of  all  values.  It  can  be  said  that  it  is  what  remains  when  we 
transcend  all  duality  (the  material  and  the  spiritual  world).  "'  Man  can  only  desire  and 
worship  the  One  and  if  there  is  any  proper  way  of  referring  to  it  that  has  to  be  the  way  of 
negation:  all  we  can  say  of  the  ultimate  being  is  what  it  is  not.  Being  absolutely 
transcendent,  the  One  cannot  create  the  material  or  the  spiritual  world  for  that  would 
necessarily  involve  it  in  the  universe.  The  only  way  the  One  communicates  with  the 
material  world  is  through  `emanations'. 
Through  such  an  emanation  of  the  One  came  the  Nous  which  is  the  highest 
intellectual  principle,  the  ideal  Mind.  The  Nous  is  the  highest  knowable  reality.  It  was 
emanated  -  not  created  -  from  the  One  so  that  the  One  could  consider  itself. 
The  third  reality  in  the  universe  which  is  also  an  emanation  from  the  One,  is  the 
World  Soul.  It  is  the  power  that  moves  the  whole  universe.  The  World  Soul  lies  between 
the  Mind  and  the  bodily  reality. 
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Plotinus'  doctrine  of  man  draws  on  Platonism.  Man  consists  of  immortal  soul  and 
mortal  body.  The  soul  belongs  to  the  realm  of  the  One  to  where  it  longs  to  return.  The 
soul  is  redeemed  and  achieves  happiness  only  when  she  is  united  to  the  One-that  is  her 
ultimate  goal.  To  achieve  that,  however,  man  needs  to  live  a  strict  ascetic  life,  purifying 
himself  from  the  desires  and  passions  caused  by  this  corruptible  world.  Contemplation 
of  the  One  is  also  required.  When  one  eventually  achieves  the  ultimate  stage  of  union 
with  the  One  then  he  experiences  ecstasy.  That  stage,  however,  is  very  rarely  achieved. 
The  influence  of  Neoplatonism  on  culture  was  immense.  It  is  widely  believed  that 
Neoplatonic  ideas  lie  under  the  teaching  of  almost  all  Christian  teachers.  Christian 
doctrine  appropriated  fundamental  Neoplatonic  ideas  while  Neoplatonic  terms  became 
termini  technici  of  the  Christian  theology. 
The  greatest  examples  of  Neoplatonic  influence  over  Christianity  are  Augustine  in 
the  West  and,  in  the  East,  the  fifth  century  unknown  author  of  the  writings 
(Areopagitica)  that  came  down  to  us  under  the  name  of  Dionysius  the  Areopagite,  13' 
Paul's  first  convert  in  Athens.  This  author  is  particularly  interesting  as  his  mystical 
thought  has  greatly  influenced  the  doctrine  and  worship  of  the  Christian  Church  and 
especially  that  of  the  Eastern  Church.  The  whole  structure  of  Christian  beliefs  in  relation 
to  the  spiritual  world,  the  angelic  orders  as  well  as  the  way  God  communicates  with  His 
creatures  are  largely  based  on  the  teaching  contained  in  Pseudo-Dionysius' 
extraordinary  treatises.  In  his  Divine  names,  Pseudo-Dionysius  gives  an  account  of  what 
is  called  affirmative  (Karacoartxrf)  theology  (theologising  by  means  of  affirmation) 
whereas  in  his  Mystical  Theology  he  develops  the  so  called  negative  (ähro<parllcrl') 
theology  (theologising  by  means  of  negation)  which  is  also  found  in  the  platonic 
tradition.  This  apophaticism,  which  was  to  become  the  predominant  theological  method 
of  the  Eastern  Church,  was,  however,  not  introduced  by  Pseudo-Dionysius;  it  had 
already  been  a  central  feature  of  the  Eastern  theology  from  as  early  as  the  time  of 
Clement  of  Alexandria  (2nd  c.  ).  Apophatic  was  also  the  theology  of  the  Cappadocians, 
Gregory  the  Nazianzen  (c.  330-c.  390),  Basil  the  Great  (c.  330-c.  379)  and  Gregory  of 
Nyssa  (d  394).  132  It  is  the  thought  of  these  theologians,  along  with  the  rest  of  the 
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Alexandrian  tradition,  the  later  St.  Maximus  Confessor  and  Johannes  Scotus  Eriugena, 
that  forms  what  is  called  Greek  Christian  Platonism.  "' 
When  speaking  of  `Christian  Platonism,  '  however,  we  should  make  a  crucial 
remark:  the  Fathers  were  attracted  by  the  ideas  of  Plato  as  more  compatible  to  their 
understanding  of  the  Gospel  and  used  mainly  Platonic  categories  and  terminology,  but 
what  they  described  thereby  was  their  experience  of  the  living  Church  tradition.  This  is 
clearly  shown  by  the  fundamental  differences  between  the  Platonic  system  and  the 
Christian  doctrine.  For  example  the  two  traditions  viewed  the  human  soul  differently: 
for  Plato  the  human  soul  was  a  divine  being  of  the  same  quality  as  the  Divine  itself. 
Contained  in  the  body  which  is  created  and  belongs  to  the  material  universe,  the  soul  is 
imprisoned  awaiting  its  freedom  and  return  to  the  uncreated  divine  realm.  For  the 
Christians,  on  the  other  hand,  the  soul  is  created  and  of  the  same  nature  as  the  body.  The 
goal  of  the  human  soul  is  not  to  be  liberated  from  the  body  but  in  union  with  it  to  be 
illuminated  and  eventually  be  united  to  God  by  grace. 
A  brief  history  of  the  relevant  christological  terms 
As  already  indicated,  the  influence  of  the  Greek  philosophical  thought  on  the 
formulation  of  Christian  doctrine  is  unquestionable.  Key  terms  used  by  Platonists, 
Aristotelians,  Stoics  and  Neoplatonists  were  borrowed  by  the  Fathers  to  make  the 
Christian  faith  more  accessible  to  prevalent  culture.  Thus,  terms  heavily  charged  with 
philosophical  connotations,  such  as  Logos,  ousia,  physis,  hypostasis,  prosopon,  -  to 
mention  only  those  used  in  Christology  -  played  a  crucial  part  in  the  various  doctrinal 
formulae.  Yet,  one  should  never  understand  this  as  implying  any  kind  of  general 
hellenization  of  Christianity  as  has  been  suggested.  134  On  the  contrary,  Greek  thought 
and  Christian  patristic  theology  are  often  incompatible  especially  on  issues  such  as 
creation  and  freedom  as  has  been  shown  particularly  by  George  Florovsky.  13'  Even 
though  terms  and  concepts  very  similar  to  the  Christian  ones  are  found  in  philosophical 
systems  contemporary  to  the  early  Christian  Fathers,  such  as  the  various  triadic 
theologies,  to  say  that  Christianity  was  directly  shaped  by  them  is  not  provable.  "'  As 
Meyendorff  has  put  it  `such  concepts  as  ousia,  hypostasis,  or  physis  acquire  an  entirely 
13  Sheldon-Williams,  `The  Greek  Platonist  Tradition',  p.  426. 
134  Most  notably  by  Adolf  Harnack,  History  Ii,  pp.  169-380.  Similar  view  in  H.  A.  Wolfson,  The 
Philosophy  of  the  Church  Fathers  (Cambridge  Massachusetts:  1964),  (passim). 
"s  G.  Florovsky,  `The  Idea  of  Creation  in  Christian  Philosophy,  '  Eastern  Church  Quarterly  8  (1949),  53- 
57. 
136  See  Stead,  Philosophy,  pp.  148-155.  The  author  sees  -correctly  in  our  view-  internal  reasons  for  the 
development  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  i.  e.  the  need  for  the  Church  to  accommodate  the  Biblical 
explicit  references  to  the  Father,  the  Son-Wisdom-Logos  and  the  Spirit. 47 
new  meaning  when  used  out  of  the  context  of  either  the  Platonic  or  Aristotelian  systems 
of  thought,  and  imply  new  personalistic  (and  therefore  non-Hellenic)  metaphysical 
presuppositions'.  "'  Given  the  scope  of  our  study  we  cannot  expand  on  this  immensely 
important  issue.  We  ought  however  to  give  an  outline  of  the  history  of  the  most 
important  terms  employed  by  the  fifth  and  sixth  century  theologians. 
Logos 
The  term  `logos'  first  appears  in  Heracletus  (end  of  6'''-beg.  of  5''  c.  BC)  where  it 
denotes  the  logical  order  that  exists  in  the  world.  The  Logos  harmonises  the 
contradictions  and  conflicts  that  operate  in  the  universe.  Plato  thought  of  it  as  being  the 
supreme  Form  which  is  the  soul  of  the  universe  whereas  Aristotle  sees  it  from  an 
anthropological  point  of  view.  In  his  thought  man  is  a  `rational  being'  (ý  ov"Aoyov 
Exov).  138  The  logos  is  the  soul's  rational  and  moral  power  which  guides  the  irrational 
part  of  it  and  the  passions  to  which  it  gives  harmony.  He  also  uses  the  same  term  for  the 
supreme  mind.  Democritus  called  it  the  highest  wisdom.  In  Stoicism,  later  on,  the  Logos 
is  viewed  as  the  universal  spirit  (AoyoS  you  zavrös).  The  Stoic  understanding  of  the 
Logos  is  pantheistic;  the  logos  permeates  the  world  and  vivifies  it.  It  is  called  Nous, 
Psyche,  Pneuma,  Eimarmene,  Pronoia  and  Theos.  The  Logos  is  a  universal  power  but  it 
is  shared  by  the  individual  human  beings  through  their  spirits  which  are  parts  of  the 
universal  Logos  and  are  -called  Aöyot  o  rep  arucoi.  In  Stoic  anthropology  the 
individual  oireppartxdS  AI  yos  is  the  guide  of  men  towards  God.  It  is  called  voic, 
Aoytapöq  or  rvequa  7»'epovtKo,  v.  The  passions  (2'rdthj)  of  the  soul  should  be 
submitted  to  the  logos. 
In  the  ensuing  centuries  the  logos  increasingly  assumed  divine  characteristics  in 
the  Greek  world.  Neoplatonism  taught  that  the  logos  was  the  supreme  power  which  acts 
in  the  world  and  determines  the  hypostasis,  the  form  and  the  motion  of  all  beings. 
In  the  mystical  religions  it  is  the  sacred  logos  that  reveals  the  gnosis  to  their 
followers.  In  the  Alexandrian  mystical  religion  the  logos  revealed  Hermes  the 
Trismegistos,  the  bearer  of  the  gnosis.  It  seems  that  Hermes  was  sometimes  identified 
with  the  logos  himself. 
The  Gnostic  systems  also  used  the  term.  In  them  the  Logos  was  a  divine  being 
which  was  sent  by  God  to  the  world  to  bring  it  the  supreme  knowledge  and  redeem  it. 
37  J.  Meyendorff,  Byzantine  Theology  (New  York:  1979),  p.  24. 
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From  the  Christian  point  of  view,  however,  the  most  interesting  development  in 
the  history  of  the  concept  is  found  in  Philo  (c.  20  BC-  c.  AD  50).  Being  a  Platonist,  the 
Alexandrian  Jewish  philosopher  firmly  upheld  God's  absolute  transcendence.  Yet  he 
could  not  accept  the  idea  of  his  contemporary  Platonists  that  God's  transcendence  and 
His  care  for  His  creation  are  both  safeguarded  by  the  principle  that  he  communicates 
with  the  world  through  intermediary  divine  beings.  That  would  undermine  the  Old 
Testament  idea  of  the  uniqueness  of  God.  Thus  he  taught  that  God  communicates  with 
the  world  through  powers  (Svvduetq)  which  he  seems  to  have  understood  as  God's 
operations.  '39  The  highest  of  all  those  powers  is  the  Logos.  Through  the  Logos  God  has 
created  and  governs  the  world.  He  is  a  divine  hypostasis,  `a  second  God'.  Having  being 
created  according  to  the  image  of  God  and  also  being  His  `first-begotten  Son' 
(;  rpwrörofcoS)  the  Logos  can  reveal  God  to  the  world.  Wolfson  sees  three  stages  of 
existence  in  the  Philonian  Logos:  a)  as  a  thought  of  God,  b)  as  an  incorporeal  being 
created  by  God  prior  to  the  creation  of  the  world,  and  c)  as  immanent  in  the  world.  "' 
It  is  questionable  whether  Philo  conceived  the  Logos  as  a  person  or  an  energy  of 
God.  Kelly  says  that  when  Philo  speaks  about  the  Logos  in  personal  terms  `this 
personification  should  not  be  taken  too  seriously'.  141  Philo's  system  seems  to  have  been 
an  attempt  to  harmonise  the  immanent  God  of  the  Old  Testament  with  the  transcendent 
`supreme  Being'  of  the  Greek  philosophy  and  in  particular  the  platonic  one.  The  created 
and  impersonal  nature  of  the  Philonian  Logos  leaves  very  little  room  for  arguing  that  it 
had  any  other  than  terminological  bearing  on  the  Logos  of  the  Fourth  Gospel. 
The  idea  of  `Logos'  is  also  prominent  in  the  teaching  of  Justin  Martyr  (d.  c.  165). 
He  taught  that  in  Christ  there  was  the  fullness  of  the  eternal  Logos.  Yet  `seeds' 
(oi  tpptara)  of  it  were  already  present  in  the  prophets  of  the  Old  Testament  and  Greek 
philosophers  (AI  yos  azepparticoq). 
Ousia-hypostasis  -prosopon 
The  term  `ousia'  seems  to  have  first  been  used  in  a  philosophical  context  by 
Pythagoras.  142  In  Plato  the  term  has  various  meanings:  a) existence  as  opposed  to  non 
19  Kelly,  pp.  9-10. 
'40  Wolfson,  p.  364. 
141  Ealry  Christian  Doctrines,  p.  11. 
142  C.  Niarchos,  Fundamental  Concepts  of  Philosophy  I  (Athens:  1992),  p.  217. 49 
existence,  "'  b)  the  existence  of  perceptible  things,  "'  c)  the  mode  of  existence  of  the 
`true  being'  (rd  ovrwq  öv)  i.  e.  the  Forms.  145 
`Ousia'  assumes  a  particularly  interesting  meaning  in  Aristotle's  Categoriae 
where  it  denotes  the  essence  or  substance  of  a  thing,  what  a  thing  is.  In  particular, 
Aristotle  distinguishes  between  `primary  essence'  (trpcvrq  o1Qia)  and  `secondary 
essence'  (SevrEpa  oi3oia).  The  former  denotes  the  individual  being,  whereas  the  latter 
the  species  to  which  the  individual  belongs  (e.  g.  `this  man'  is  `primary  essence', 
whereas  `man'  -and  even  more  generally  `animal'-  is  `secondary  essence').  "'  Many 
historians  of  doctrine  have  seen  this  distinction  as  facilitating  the  formulation  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  incarnation:  the  Logos  did  not  assume  `a  man'  ('primary  essence')  but 
`man'  ('secondary  essence'). 
Coming  to  hypostasis  we  must  note  at  the  outset  that  in  many  cases  its  meaning 
has  been  the  same  as  that  of  ousia.  Appearing  rarely  in  classical  Greek  literature  this 
term  originally  meant  that  which  lies  under  or  below,  the  basis  or  foundation.  "'  In  later 
Platonism  hypostasis  came  to  mean  the  actual  reality  of  the  intelligible  principles.  Thus, 
Albinus  uses  it  regarding  the  soul.  "'  Very  significant  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
christological  doctrine  is  the  usage  of  hypostasis  by  the  Stoic  philosophers  Chrysippus 
and  Posidonius.  In  Stoicism  -where  something  really  exists  when  it  possesses  a  material 
body  and  where  `reality  presupposes  matter""-  hypostasis  came  to  be  understood  as 
meaning  -apart  from  foundation  or  basis-  that  which  really  exists  and  which  came  out 
of  `pure  matter'.  'so  In  this  sense  hypostasis  was  very  close  to  meaning  the  individual 
being. 
Finally,  hypostasis  is  used  by  the  Neoplatonists;  Porphyry  ascribes  it  to  the 
Plotinian  three  primary  forms  of  beings:  the  One,  Mind  and  Soul. 
In  the  ancient  Greek  world  the  idea  of  prosopon  does  not  seem  to  have  had  any 
philosophical  usage;  it  merely  meant  `face'  and  later  on  the  role  or  the  character  that  one 
assumes.  's'  In  Latin  the  corresponding  term  was  `persona'. 
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The  particular  theological  and  philosophical  significance  of  the  term  `prosopon' 
was  developed  by  the  Christian  Fathers  who  gradually  gave  it  the  meaning  of  the 
individual  human  being.  By  the  5'  c.  the,  term  `prosopon'  had  already  acquired  two 
meanings:  a)  outward  appearance  and  b)  person  (in  the  modem  sense  of  word).  "' 
Undoubtedly  the  most  significant  development  of  this  process  was  the  identification  by 
the  Cappadocian  Fathers  of  prosopon  with  hypostasis  -in  the  sense  of  the  individual 
being  as  opposed  to  the  species-  which  helped  overcome  a  serious  theological  confusion 
as  we  are  about  to  see. 
The  schools  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch  identified  the  meaning  of  the  terms 
`prosopon'  and  `hypostasis'  (as  well  as  that  of  physis)  in  the  pre-Nicene  era  and  well 
after  that.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  speaks  of  `one  person  and  [one]  nature,  that  is  of  one 
hypostasis'  (svds  ;  rpoQaiýcov  xai  ýOvoe  ;  rjyovv  üýcoordocwq  aids).  In  this 
phrase  apparently  prosopon,  physis  and  hypostasis  all  mean  individual  existence.  That 
could  be  the  cause  of  serious  confusion  in  Triadology,  given  that  hypostasis  was  most  of 
the  times  synonymous  to  ousia.  Thus,  at  least  in  the  Alexandrian  milieu,  three  prosopa 
would  mean  three  ousiae  which  is  obviously  tritheism. 
Furthermore  the  early  Greek  theologians  -  Origen  in  particularu3  -  preferred 
the  term  `hypostasis'  for  the  three  divine  Persons,  whereas  the  Latin  the  term  `persona'. 
The  latter,  however,  could  mean  mask  (prosopeion)  and  not  real  individual  existence, 
which  obviously  was  a  denial  of  the  Trinity  -  exactly  as  it  was  understood  by 
Sabellius.  'sa 
Things  started  getting  clearer  after  Nicea,  when  there  emerged  the  need  for  a 
distinct  pair  of  terms  to  denote  the  oneness  of  the  Trinity  and  the  distinct  divine  Persons. 
Hypostasis  was  a  good  term  for  the  latter  and  had  already  been  used  in  this  fashion  at 
least  since  Origen  as  we  have  noticed.  For  the  common  essence  (rd  rcotvd  v)  ousia  was 
an  obvious  solution.  Thus,  `one  ousia  and  three  hypostases'  became  the  standard  Eastern 
formula  mainly  through  the  contribution  of  the  Cappadocian  Fathers.  However  the 
previous  identical  meaning  of  the  terms  -even  Athanasius  had  used  ousia  in  the  sense  of 
hypostasis  or  `mere  being'  155  and  so  did  the  Nicene  Creed15'  -  was  bound  to  cause 
152  Stead,  Philosophy,  p.  197. 
"'Contra  Celsum  8.12,  PG  11,1533C;  Commentarii  in  evangelium  Joannis  2.10.75. 
,  sa  A  third  century  heretic  who  taught  that  the  three  persons  of  the  Holy  Trinity  are  but  mere  modes  in 
which  the  one  God  appears  to  the  world  (modalism). 
"H  SE  Oi  rao  tS  ovQta  EQri,  xai  oüöEv  äAAo  oiluatvöpevov  izei  rj  aürd  rd  öv.  Epistula  ad 
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misunderstandings.  In  the  West  the  Latin  theologians  did  not  translate  `ousia'  with 
`essentia'  -  it  had  ceased  to  be  in  use'57  -  which  was  an  accurate  translation  of  the 
Greek  term,  but  opted  for  `substantia'  which  is  the  Latin  equivalent  for  hypostasis. 
Jerome,  in  particular,  suggested  the  formula  `one  hypostasis  (in  the  sense  of  ousia)  and 
three  persons'.  158 
In  christology  the  term  `person'  had  been  applied  to  the  one  subject  of  Christ  at 
least  since  Tertullian  who  used  the  formula  `two  natures-one  person  (una  persona).  "' 
However,  despite  the  general  agreement  that  hypostasis  and  prosopon  should  be 
understood  as  synonymous  in  triadology,  it  is  doubtful  whether  all  sides  realised  the 
consequences  of  this  development  in  Christology.  In  particular,  the  radical  side  of  the 
Antiochene  school,  as  represented  by  Nestorius  in  the  fifth  century,  did  not  quite  give 
prosopon  the  concrete  meaning  of  hypostasis.  In  other  words,  in  Nestorius'  system 
`prosopon'  does  not  necessarily  mean  `person'.  Kelly  is  right  in  saying  that  when 
Nestorius  speaks  of  the  `prosopon  of  the  union'  namely  Christ's  prosopon,  he  does  not 
mean  personality,  but  `outward  aspect  of  form'.  'bo  It  is  to  avoid  this  ambiguity  that  Cyril 
of  Alexandria,  as  we  shall  see  when  examining  his  teaching,  preferred  the  term 
`hypostasis'  instead  of  `prösopon'  and  stressed  the  hypostatic  union  (the  union  of  the 
two  natures  in  the  one  hypostasis  of  the  God-Logos)  against  the  unsafe  `one  prosopon'. 
Stead  sees  in  this  Nestorian  usage  of  prosopön  Platonic  metaphysics.  In  Plato 
when  a  being  from  the  true  world  of  the  Forms  decides  to  be  `represented'  in  the 
material  world  by  a  temporal  being,  it  either  assumes  this  temporal  being  itself  or  its 
`individual  characteristics'.  Both  ideas  are  present  in  Nestorius,  says  Stead.  The  former 
is  traced  in  Nestorius'  assertion  that  in  Christ  there  is  `one  prosopon  and  one  Son'.  The 
latter  is  traced  when  Nestorius  says  that  Christ's  assuming  the  `prosopon  of  a  beggar' 
does  not  mean  that  the  Saviour  assumed  the  `beggar'  himself  but  only  his  `individual 
characteristics'.  "' 
As  we  shall  see  in  Part  Two,  Chapter  II  it  was  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  that 
gave  ecumenical  authority  to  the  identical  meaning  of  the  terms  `prosopon'  and 
`hypostasis'  thus  removing  the  long-standing  ambiguity. 
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Physis 
The  term  `physis'  is  central  to  the  teaching  of  the  Alexandrian  theologians.  It  was 
discussed  by  Aristotle  where  it  denotes  the  universe  but  also  the  `nature  of  a  thing'  (in 
the  modem  sense  of  the  word  'nature').  "'  It  can  also  mean  the  `species,  '  (i.  e.  the  nature 
of  things)  or  the  individual  being  ('primary  ousia').  In  Stoicism.  the  term  is  associated 
with  nature  and  means  the  growth  of  plants.  "'  In  the  Alexandrian  theological  milieu 
physis  sometimes  meant  the  individual  being  but  mostly  was  identified  with  ousia 
(essence  or  nature  of  the  Godhead). 
According  to  Harnack,  Origen  was  the  first  to  use  the  term  `physis'  with  regard  to 
the  divine  and  human  elements  in  Christ.  'M  Tertullian  also  distinguishes  between  two 
substantiae  or  naturae  in  the  Lord.  In  both  cases  physis  is  clearly  identified  with  ousia 
which  makes  it  strange  that  Apollinaris  spoke  of  one  nature  in  Christ.  16S  As  Stead 
explains,  166  the  idea  of  two  natures  was  for  Apollinaris  associated  with  Paul  of 
Samosata.  167  Whatever  Apollinaris'  understanding  of  the  union  in  Christ,  16'  his  formula 
`one  nature  of  the  God-Logos  incarnate'  -  mistakenly  attributed  to  Athanasius  -  was 
to  cause  confusion  and  ultimately  the  Monophysite  schism. 
Union:  natural,  unconfused,  hypostatic 
The  biblical  doctrine  of  Christ's  dual  origin,  divine  and  human,  called  for  a  convincing 
answer  as  to  how  it  could  be  possible  for  two  utterly  different  elements  to  unite  into  one 
indivisible  subject.  The  Fathers  are  unanimous  that  this  union  of  the  two  natures  in 
5  .1  Christ  was  not  only  real  but  also  `unconfused'  (ävwatq  d  av.  YXvros).  169  For  the 
Alexandrians,  especially  Cyril,  as  well  as  for  the  Cappadocians,  that  was  not  enough;  a 
real  union  had  also  to  be  `natural'  (97vo  txrl)  and  `hypostatic'  (O,  rocraztxrl).  Following 
them  Chalcedon  proclaimed  this  teaching  in  its  Creed.  1°  Constantinople  II  expanded 
further  the  doctrine  of  the  union  by  proclaiming  a  `union  according  to  composition' 
(svwartq  ovv&sroS).  ln 
'62  Metaphysica  1014b,  16ff. 
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Both  the  language  and  the  concepts  used  by  the  Fathers  in  this  context  bear  close 
resemblance  to  analogous  teachings  in  the  Aristotelian  and  Stoic  philosophical  systems. 
It  is  only  natural  that  the  Fathers  used  the  language  available  to  them  to  describe  the 
faith  of  the  Church  as  convincingly  as  they  could. 
Wolfson  observes1'  that  the  idea  of  the  union  of  two  natures  in  one  being  is  found 
in  Aristotle  who  calls  the  body  and  soul  in  man  physeis  or  ousiae  (natures  or 
essences).  "'  Although  they  are  two  distinct  elements  they  constitute  one  man  14  who,  as 
we  have  seen,  in  the  Aristotelian  system  is  `primary  ousia,  '  that  is,  -  one  single 
individual,  one  person.  175 
In  his  De  Anima  Aristotle  tries  to  answer  the  question  how  body  and  soul  can  be 
united  into  one  being.  His  answer  is  based  on  the  theory  of  `form'  and  `matter':  soul  is 
the  `form'  and  body  is  the  `matter'.  According  to  this  theory,  it  is  natural  for  these  two 
categories  to  unite  into  one  thing.  176 
This  could  be  an  obvious  authority  to  appeal  to  if  the  Fathers  wanted  to  give  a 
metaphysical  account  of  the  union  in  Christ.  Yet,  the  christological  doctrine  posed  a 
serious  difficulty:.  the  Fathers  had  to  explain  how,  of  the  two  elements  (divine  and 
human)  conjoined  in  Christ,  only  one  (the  divine)  retained  its  personality  and,  in  fact, 
constituted  the  single  subject  of  the  union,  whereas  the  other  (human),  although 
complete  in  its  nature,  is  never  a  `person'.  A  metaphysical  solution  to  this  can  be  found 
in  Aristotle's  account  of  the  kinds  of  union.  "'  For  him  two  elements  can  be  united 
according  to:  a)  `composition'  (a6vOcaig)  or  `juxtaposition'  (zapd&EQtq);  the 
elements  remain  unchanged  and  unmingled  after  the  union  like  when  mixing  grains  or 
beans,  or  b)  `mixture'  (aiýtq  for  solids-xpdcts  for  liquids);  the  elements  mingle 
without  their  nature  turning  into  the  nature  of  the  one  or  the  other.  Nor  is  the  resultant 
the  sum  of  the  two  elements  but  rather  a  tertium  quid  which  without  being  identified 
with  either  of  the  elements  represents  what  is  common  between  the  two.  "'  Although  the 
union  is  real,  if  it  dissolves  the  two  elements  return  to  their  former  state.  19  However,  if 
the  one  of  the  elements  is  stronger  or  larger  than  the  other  the  result  is  not  a  tertium  quid 
but  the  stronger  or  larger  element  itself.  As  an  example,  Aristotle  refers  to  the  kind  of 
"2  The  Philosophy,  p.  369. 
"'  Metaph.  V,  4,1015a,  7-13. 
14  De  Anima  II,  1,412b,  6-9. 
"S  Wolfson,  p.  370. 
16  De  Anima  11,1,412a,  16-21;  Wolfson,  p.  373. 
177  See  Wolfson,  pp.  374ff. 
'7$  De  Generatione  et  Corruptione  I,  10,328a,  29-31. 
19  Ibid.,  I,  10,327b,  28-29. 54 
mixture  that  results  when  a  little  water  is  mingled  with  a  large  quantity  of  wine.  The 
volume  of  both  increases  but  the  end  result  is  still  wine.  180  Wolfson  calls  this  last  kind 
of  mixture  `union  of  predominance'.  '  81 
The  Stoics  developed  a  similar  teaching  about  the  kinds  of  union.  They  also  spoke 
about  `juxtaposition'  and  `mixture'  in  almost  the  same  terms  as  Aristotle.  "'  A  notable 
difference  as  regards  the  category  of  `mixture'  is  that  the  Stoics  would  not  agree  with 
Aristotle's  idea  that  it  results  in  a  tertium  quid;  even  if  a  drop  of  wine  is  mixed  with  a 
large  quantity  of  water,  they  maintained,  it  still  retains  its  properties  and  permeates  the 
whole  amount  of  water.  183  Also  the  Stoics  added  a  third  kind  of  union  which  they  called 
`confusion'  (crüyzvazc).  In  this  union  the  elements  interpenetrate  each  other  to  such  an 
extent  that  they  cannot  return  to  their  former  state  if  the  union  resolves. 
It  is  very  tempting  to  assume  that  the  Fathers  adopted  one  or  the  other  of  the 
above  theories,  depending  on  how  they  viewed  the  union  (Antiochene  `dyophysite'  or 
Alexandrian  `monophysite').  However,  none  of  these  theories  seem  to  match  exactly  the 
way  the  Fathers  described  the  incarnation.  For  instance  one  can  argue  that  the  union 
`according  to  juxtaposition'  or  perhaps  the  Stoic  `mixture'  was  the  model  for 
Antiochene  `dyophysitism'.  But  even  the  most  radical  Antiochenes  would  not  accept  the 
charge  that  their  kind  of  union  does  not  result  in  one  agent.  Similarly  one  can  jump  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  `hypostatic  union'  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  -which  proclaims  that 
the  end  result  of  the  incarnation  is  the  Person  or  Hypostasis  of  the  Logos  incarnate- 
draws  directly  on  the  theory  of  `predominance'.  "'  But  it  is  clear  from  the  teaching  of 
Cyril  that  although  the  only  subject  in  Christ  is  the  Logos  the  human  element  remains 
undiminished.  "'  The  same  goes  for  the  use  of  the  term  `union  according  to  synthesis'  by 
Constantinople  II  as  we  shall  see  in  detail  in  Part  Two,  Chapter  II. 
'eo  Ibid.,  1,5,321a,  33-321b,  2. 
18'  The  Philosophy,  p.  378. 
182  See  Stead,  Philosophy,  pp.  48,208-10;  Wolfson,  pp.  379-382. 
1B3  Stead,  Philosophy,  p.  209. 
164  So  Wolfson,  p.  409. 
185  See  Part  One,  Chapter  II. 55 
CHAPTER  II 
THE  THEOLOGICAL  DEBATE:  CHRISTOLOGY  FROM  THE  NESTORIAN 
CONTROVERSY  TO  EPHESUS  II  (449) 
In  544  the  Roman  Emperor  Justinian  I  issued  an  edict  asking  the  Church  to  condemn  a) 
the  person  and  the  writings  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  b)  the  writings  of  Theodoret  of 
Cyrus  against  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and  the  Council  of  Ephesus  and  c)  the  letter  of  Ibas  of 
Edessa  to  Maris  the  Persian.  These  three  theologians  were  accused  by  Justinian  of 
holding  the  heresy  of  Nestorius  and  thereby  distorting  doctrine  as  was  proclaimed  at  the 
ecumenical  councils  of  Ephesus  (431)  and  Chalcedon  (451).  This  imperial  decision  is 
regarded  as  the  starting  point  of  the  so  called  `Three  Chapters  Controversy"86  which  led 
to  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  (553)  and  disturbed  the  Church  for  almost  150  years. 
However,  the  origins  of  the  issue  lie  in  the  controversies  surrounding  the  Councils 
Ephesus  (431)  and  Chalcedon  (451)  and  the  associated  doctrinal  developments.  In  other 
words,  the  Three  Chapters  issue  emerged  out  of  the  Church's  struggle  with  the  two 
christological  heresies  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries,  namely  Nestorianism  and 
Monophysitism. 
2.1  THEODORE  OF  MOPSUESTIA  AND  NESTORIUS 
Nestorianism  evolved  from  the  christological  language  used  by  the  Antiochene 
theologians  Diodore  of  Tarsus  and,  mainly,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  Confronting  the 
heresy  of  Apollinarius,  who  refused  the  completeness  of  Christ's  human  nature,  they 
stressed  the  reality  of  his  humanity  to  the  point  of  appearing  to  accept  its  complete 
independence  from  the  Godhead. 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia'g'  (350-428),  the  first  of  the  Three  Chapters, 
distinguished  himself  in  the  interpretation  of  the  Bible  so  as  to  become  known  as  the 
'Interpreter'.  "'  He  studied  rhetoric  and  literature  at  Antioch  under  the  famous  sophist 
Libanius,  but  the  teacher  who  influenced  him  most  deeply  was  Diodore  of  Tarsus.  In 
Diodore's  monastery  Theodore  imbibed  the  Antiochene  theology  of  which  his  master 
186  The  term  'chapters'  (Ker  Aata)  was  used  to  denote  propositions  for  condemnation  (anathematisms). 
This  is  how  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas  were  called.  Justinian  himself  in  his  CF  (see  Part  Two,  Chapter  II 
)  included  14  such  anathemas  which  he  also  called  `chapters'.  But  this  original  meaning  of  the  term  does 
not  apply  in  the  literature  of  the  controversy.  In  the  sentence  of  the  Council,  Justinian's  letter  to  the 
Council  and  in  Pope  Vigilius'  letter  to  Eutychius  of  Constantinople  and  elsewhere,  the  term  referred  to 
the  persons  and  their  controversial  writings.  See  Hefele,  IV,  pp.  231-232;  Kalamaras,  p.  31.  Thus, 
whenever  in  the  controversy  we  find  the  expression  Three  Chapters  we  should  understand  it  as  referring 
to:  a)  the  person  and  the  writings  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  b)  the  writings  of  Theodoret  of  Cyrus 
against  Cyril  and  the  Council  of  Ephesus,  and  c)  Ibas'  letter  to  Maris. 
On  Theodore's  life  and  writings  see  J.  Quasten,  Patrology,  (Utrecht,  1963)  111,  pp.  401-423. 
188  See  R.  Bultmann,  Die  Exegese  des  Theodor  von  Mopsuestia  (Stuttgart:  Kohlhammer,  1984). 56 
was  a  great  representative.  In  383  he  was  ordained  priest  and  in  392  elevated  to  the  see 
of  Mopsuestia  in  Cilicia  where  he  remained  until  his  death  (428).  Reserving  a  fuller 
analysis  of  his  christology  to  the  fourth  chapter  of  this  work,  we  can  just  note  at  this 
point  that  Theodore's  teaching  was  based  on  Diodore's  ideas  although  it  is  more 
advanced  and  systematic.  Theodore's  terminology  gives  one  the  impression  that  the 
union  of  the  two  natures  is  so  loose  as  to  imply  the  existence  of  two  persons  in  Christ 
(that  of  the  God-Logos  and  that  of  the  man-Christ).  This  was  obviously  in  contrast  to 
the  tradition  of  belief  in  one  Christ  who  was  the  selfsame  Son  of  God  and  Son  of  man 
and  provoked  the  orthodox  reaction  against  Theodore.  This  reaction  did  not  occur  in  his 
life  time.  As  the  author  of  De  Sectis1S9  informs  us,  Theodore  as  well  as  his  teacher 
Diodore  were  held  in  great  esteem  in  their  life  time  and  died  in  peace  in  the  Church.  19' 
In  fact  Basil  of  Caesarea,  John  Chrysostom  and  even  Cyril  of  Alexandria  praised  them. 
Not  that  the  seeds  of  the  Nestorian  heresy  were  not  in  their  teaching  but,  as  Leontius 
Scholasticus  characteristically  observes,  `the  reason  why  nobody  spoke  against  them  in 
their  life  time  was  that  the  need  to  fight  against  the  gravest  heresies  of  the  time  covered 
their  [erroneous]  doctrines.  ""  Yet  reaction  was  bound  to  come  when  Nestorius,  a  pupil 
of  Theodore  preached  the  teaching  of  his  master  and  made  his  thinking  more  known.  It 
was  then  that  Cyril  had  to  write  against  Diodore  and  Theodore  because  Nestorius  was 
claiming  that  he  borrowed  his  ideas  from  them.  192 
Nestorius  (d.  c.  451)  was  an  ascetic  monk  and  a  gifted  preacher  of  the  Church  of 
Antioch.  His  reputation  caused  Theodosius  II  (408-450)  to  call  him  to  fill  the  see  of  the 
capital  which  was  left  vacant  after  the  death  of  Patriarch  Sisinnius  I  (426-427). 
Nestorius  owed  his  theological  education  to  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  from  whom  he 
borrowed  his  christological  ideas.  193  However,  his  teaching  was  more  modest  than  that 
of  his  master  as  we  can  see  in  his  autobiography  which  has  survived  in  Syriac  under  the 
title:  `Book  of  Heraclides'.  19'  Like  Theodore,  Nestorius  stressed  the  completeness  and 
the  independence  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ  to  the  point  of  appearing  to  accept  two 
persons:  one  divine  and  one  human.  As  to  the  mode  of  union,  Nestorius  employed 
's9  This  work  is  preserved  under  the  name  of  Leontius  Scholasticus,  a  Chalcedonian,  whose  identification 
has  not  yet  been  made  with  certainty.  See  T.  Hainthaler,  `The  Chalcedonian  writing  De  Sectis'  in 
Grillmeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  pp.  493-502. 
190  De  Sectis,  PG  86,1221A. 
19'  Loc.  cit. 
12  Loc.  cit. 
193  Evagrius,  HE,  I,  2. 
194  French  tr.  by  F.  Nau,  Le  Livre  d'  Heraclide  de  Damas,  (Paris,  1910).  English  trans.  by  G.  R.  Driver 
and  L.  Hodgon,  eds,  The  Bazaar  of  Heraclides  (Oxford,  1925). 57 
Theodore's  concept,  that  the  union  was  not  natural  (rpvotxrj  or  ecaff  'zoaracty)  but 
`according  to  good  will'  (Kay'  Ev5oiciav).  195  In  typical  Antiochene  language  Nestorius 
taught  that  the  God-Logos  dwelt  in  the  man-Christ  according  to  his  will  and  because  of 
the  virtue  of  the  latter,  and  did  not  `become  man'.  To  be  sure,  Nestorius  spoke  of  one 
person  in  Christ  but  this  person  is  rather  theoretical  than  real.  Nestorius'  `person  of  the 
union'  (;  rpoccozov  rt7q  Eva  reov)  is  the  theoretical  sum  of  the  two  actual  persons.  '96 
Denying  the  real  or  natural  union  of  the  natures,  Nestorius  inevitably  rejected  the 
`communication  of  the  idioms'  (communicatio  idiomatum)  in  Christ,  i.  e.  the  orthodox 
belief  that  the  properties  of  the  one  nature,  because  of  the  real  union,  can  be  predicated 
of  the  other.  This  clear  separation  between  the  natures  and  the  fact  that  the  Antiochene 
christology  could  not  find  a  satisfactory  explanation  of  how  the  Logos  could  be  born 
from  a  woman  led  Nestorius  to  refuse  to  accept  that  the  Virgin  Mary  was  Theotokos.  197 
Thus,  he  preferred  the  title  Christotokos  which  meant  that  Mary  gave  birth  to  the  man 
Christ  in  whom  the  God-Logos  dwelt  as  in  a  'temple'.  "'  These  ideas  provoked  a  general 
reaction.  "' 
2.2  CYRIL  OF  ALEXANDRIA 
The  predominant  personality  in  that  reaction  against  the  Nestorian  heresy  was  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  (d.  444),  undoubtedly  the  pre-eminent  theologian  of  the  Alexandrian 
tradition  after  Athanasius.  Cyril's  teaching  not  only  sums  up  the  ideas  of  his 
predecessors  =  especially  that  of  Athanasius  and  the  Cappadocians  -  but  also 
contributes  positively  to  clarifying  the  Christological  doctrine  of  the  Church.  He 
developed  his  teaching  during  his  sharp  conflict  with  Nestorius,  the  outcome  of  which 
was  the  condemnation  of  the  latter  and  the  repudiation  of  the  radical  Antiochene 
doctrines  at  the  `Cyrillian'  Councils  of  Ephesus  I  and  Constantinople  II. 
As  was  the  case  with'all  the  Alexandrian  theologians,  the  undercurrent  of  Cyril's 
christology  was  the  idea  that  Christ  was  a  single  being,  one  Person,  that  of  the  Logos: 
'95  Loofs,  Nestoriana,  p.  220. 
196  Bazaar  (ed.  Driver),  2.1,348,  p.  252. 
197  In  fact,  this  idea  was  first  preached  at  Constantinople  by  one  of  Nestorius'  clerics,  the  syncellus 
Anastasius,  whom  he  had  brought  from  Antioch.  Anastasius  said  in  one  of  his  sermons:  `No  one  should 
call  Mary  Theotokos; for  Mary  was  a  human  being;  and  of  a  human  being  God  cannot  be  born.  ' 
Evagrius,  HE,  I,  2;  Socrates  Scholasticus,  HE,  vii,  32.  Nestorius  publicly  approved  of  this  idea  in  his 
sermons. 
'9a  Loofs,  p.  252. 
'9'  The  traditional  view  of  Nestorius  as  a  heretic  has  been  challenged  by  authors  like  J.  F.  Bethune-Baker, 
Nestorius  and  his  Teaching  (Cambridge,  1908);  V.  M.  Anastos,  `Nestorius  was  Orthodox,  '  DOP  16 
(1962),  117-140  et.  al. 58 
There  is  one  Son,  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  both  before  the  incarnation  and  after 
it.  For  the  Logos  who  came  from  God  the  Father  is  not  one  Son  and  the  one 
who  came  from  the  holy  Virgin  another;  rather  the  selfsame  eternal  [Son]  is 
also  born  of  a  woman  according  to  the  flesh?  °° 
This  oneness  of  the  Person  of  Christ  was  the  result  of  a  real  union  of  divinity  and 
humanity.  The  Johannine  expression  `the  Logos  became  flesh'20'  is  the  locus  classicus 
of  Cyril's  system.  The  second  person  of  the  Trinity,  he  teaches,  being  always  true  God, 
at  a  particular  time,  underwent  `self  emptying'  (K6vwaas),  became  incarnate  by  taking 
the  `form  of  a  servant'  and  accommodated  himself  to  earthly  conditions.  He  did  and  said 
what  is  proper  to  a  man  without  however  alienating  Himself  from  what  is  proper  to  a 
true  God.  That  is,  he  continued  to  be  what  he  was,  i.  e.  the  God-Logos,  but  now  he  is 
with  body  (Evo(vparoq).  2°Z  The  `form  of  a  servant'  assumed  by  the  Logos  is  the 
complete  human  nature  consisting  of  human  body  and  -  contrary  to  what  Apollinarius 
taught  -  rational  soul.  2°3 
Cyril  firmly  denies  that  the  realistic  way  he  describes  the  union  implies  any  idea 
of  mutation  or  suffering  in  the  divine  nature  as  his  critics  complained:  `I  have  never  held 
Arius'  and  Apollinarius'  ideas;  I  neither  say  that  the  God-Logos  changed  into  flesh  nor 
that  the  flesh  became  Godhead,  for  the  Logos  of  God  is  immutable  and 
unchangeable.  ""  The  Logos'  `becoming  flesh,  '  Cyril  explains,  does  not  mean  that  the 
divine  nature  was  transformed  into  flesh  but  that  the  Logos  really  became  man  by 
uniting,  to  Himself  flesh  animated  with  rational  soul,  while  remaining  God.  In  his 
Second  Letter  to  Nestorius,  Cyril  explains  his  thought: 
We  do  not  say  that  the  nature  of  the  Logos  became  flesh  by  being  changed,  nor 
that  it  was  changed  into  a  whole  man,  consisting  of  soul  and  body;  but  rather 
this  [we  say],  that  the  Logos  became  man  by  uniting  to  Himself  according  to 
hypostasis  ineffably  and  incomprehensibly  flesh  ensouled  with  rational  soul?  os 
The  union  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ  is  called  by  Cyril  `natural'  (spvotK7  )206  and, 
most  importantly,  `according  to  hypostasis'  (svwatq,  Ka19'  üköoraat  v)  207  Defending 
"Ad  Succensum  1,  ACO  I,  1,6,  p.  152,18-21. 
201  John  1.14. 
202  Explanation,  ACO  I,  1,5,  p.  18,5-6. 
20  1  vdpxa  Eyivzo.  )pEvrly  yivxfj  2oyuc  svaicaS  ö  Aoyos  eavrcJ  xad"  6Mo  racty  drppaurw;  re 
Kai  dzspzvorjnvq  yEyovev  dvt9po  »roq  AdNestorium  II,  ACO  I,  1,1,  p.  26. 
2°4  Ad  Acacium  Ber.,  ACO,  1,1,7,  p.  149,20-27. 
205  Loc.  cit. 
206  ACO  I,  1,1,  p.  36.40;  I,  1,5,  p.  19. 
207  ACO  t,  1,1,  p.  26.28.  It  has  been  contested  that  the  unio  secundum  hypostasim  is  of  Apollinarian 
origin.  E.  g.  P.  Galtier,  `L'  unio  secundum  hypostasim  chez  Saint  Cyrille',  Gregorianum  33  (1952),  351- 
398).  For  its  origin  Athanasius'  De  Incarnatione  contra  Apollinarem  (PG  26,1113B)  has  been  suggested. 
Grillmeier  considers  it  of  uncertain  date  and  origin.  Christ  i,  pp.  482-483,  note  35.  In  any  case  it  was 
Cyril  who  brought  the  expression  into  prominence  as  regards  the  christological  doctrine,  hence 59 
this  idea  of  `hypostatic  union'  against  the  accusation  that  it  introduces  mixture  and 
confusion,  Cyril  explains  that  it  simply  means  that  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  was  truly 
united  to  the  human  nature  without  mutation  or  confusion  forming  thus  the  one 
Christ  208  At  this  point,  then,  this  crucial  term  signifies  simply  the  fact  that  it  was  the 
single  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  that  was  united  to  the  human  nature.  As  we  shall  see  later 
this  idea  will  be  further  clarified  by  Leontius  of  Jerusalem  who  will  attempt  to  explain 
how  the  natures  were  accommodated  `in'  the  one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  209 
Cyril's  `natural'  or  `hypostatic  union'  was  his  answer  to  the  radical  Antiochenes 
who  spoke  of  a  union  between  the  natures  which  was  rather  moral  or  `relative/relational' 
(QZertKI)  and  did  not  presuppose  an  appropriation  of  the  flesh  by  the  Logos.  This  kind 
of  union  or  `conjunction'  (avvärpeta)  -  as  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  calls  it  -  brings 
together  the  divine  and  the  human  nature  not  in  the  way  man's  body  and  soul  are  united 
and  form  one  human  being  but  rather  in  the  way  two  mutually  loving  persons  are 
associated.  But  this,  Cyril  says,  is  contrary  to  what  the  Bible  teaches;  `The  Holy 
Scripture',  he  writes,  `did  not  record  that  the  Logos  united  to  Himself  a  human  person 
but  that  he  became  flesh.  '21°  Becoming  flesh  means  union  in  the  closest  possible  way 
and  not  `conjunction'.  For  the  Alexandrian  Patriarch  there  is  no  other  sound  description 
of  the  incarnation  than  to  say  that  the  Logos  assumed  and  united  to  Himself  the 
humanity  naturally  and  `made  our  flesh  his  own  flesh'  (iätov  rd  ow-pa  ro  rjutvv 
Erotrjcaro)?  "  Nor  is  it  right  to  maintain  that  the  Logos  `dwelt'  in  an  ordinary  man 
who  was  born  of  the  Virgin;  the  Logos,  Cyril  contends,  was  Himself  born  of  Mary  since 
he  was  united  with  the  flesh  in  the  Virgin's  womb  and  thereby  appropriated  the  birth  of 
his  own  flesh.  212  Apparently  Cyril  teaches  the  basic  Alexandrian  doctrine  of  the  `two 
births'  (56o  yyvvrjasts)  of  the  Logos:  one  eternal,  of  the  Father  according  to  his 
divinity,  and  one  in  time,  of  Mary  according  to  his  flesh.  213  That,  obviously,  means  that 
the  Virgin  did  not  give  birth  to  the  eternal  Logos  but  only  to  his  manhood.  Yet,  because 
that  manhood  became  Logos'  own  from  the  very  beginning,  we  are  allowed,  according 
to  Cyril,  to  speak  of  Logos'  second  birth.  "'  This  is  why  the  Virgin  is  rightly  called 
Theodoret's  view  that  Cyril's  unio  secundum  hypostasim  was  a  novelty  (r7)v  SE  xat9''  ü'röorcwiv 
em  at  v  'ravrdirawt  v  dyvooüpsv).  ACO  I,  1,6,  p.  114. 
208  Apologia  contra  Theodoretum,  ACO  1,1,6,  p.  115. 
209  See  Part  Two,  Chapter  I. 
210  Ad  Nestorium  11,  ACO  I,  1,1,  p.  28. 
2"  Loc.  cit. 
212  Ibid.,  p.  27. 
21  E.  g.  Ad  Monachos,  ACO  I,  1,1,15. 
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Theotokos  (the  one  who  gives  birth  to  God)  -a  title  to  which  Cyril  gave  so  much 
emphasis  -  and  not  `Theodochos'  (the  one  who  conveys  God)  nor  `Christotokos'  (the 
one  who  gives  birth  to  Christ)  nor  `Anthropotokos'  (the  one  who  gives  birth  to  a  man) 
as  the  Antiochenes  suggested. 
One  consequence  of  the  hypostatic  union  is  the  so  called  Cyrillian 
`Theopaschism'.  The  appropriation  (oiK6Ia  nts)  of  humanity  by  the  Logos,  teaches 
Cyril,  is  what  allows  us  to  say  that  God  `suffers'.  Thus  in  his  Twelfth  Anathema  against 
Nestorius  he  proclaims: 
If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the  Word  of  God  suffered  in  the  flesh,  and  was 
crucified  in  the  flesh,  and  tasted  death  in  the  flesh,  and  became  the  first-born 
from  the  dead,  "'  even  as  he  is  both  Life  and  Life-giving,  as  God,  let  him  be 
anathema.  2'6 
Although  this  idea  is  found  in  the  Scriptures2..  it  caused  a  strong  reaction  from  the 
Antiochenes  and  Cyril  had  to  strive  to  defend  it.  He  replied  that  it  is  not  the 
unquestionably  impassible  God  who  suffers  but  his  passible  body.  Yet,  again,  because 
this  body  is his  own  we  can  say  that  the  Logos  hungers,  thirsts,  wearies  or  dies218  It  is 
important,  however,  that  we  say  that  the  Logos  suffers  because  if  it  had  not  been  Him 
who  through  his  fleshly  sufferings  saved  mankind  from  death  and  corruption,  then  a 
mere  man  must  have  done  it  for  our  sake.  But  this  is  beyond  -man's  power.  21'  Very 
characteristically  Cyril  says  that  the  Logos  `suffered  impassibly'.  220 
Sometimes  Cyril  uses  a  formula  which  was  to  provoke  a  long  debate.  The 
ambiguous  phrase  `one  nature  (physis)  of  the  God-Logos  incarnate'  (pia  rpt$Qts  foul 
O. -oz  Aöyov  QsaapicwpEvil  or  QsQapim  pEvov)221  is  certainly  not  Athanasian,  as 
Cyril  thought,  but  Apollinarian.  It  is  found  in  Apollinarius'  Ad  Jovianum222,  a  work 
mistakenly  attributed  to  Athanasius.  In  Apollinarius'  system  the  pia  cozatq  formula 
was  justified  by  his  belief  that  in  Christ  there  was  only  one  active  and  life-giving 
principle,  that  of  the  Logos.  The  human  element  was  never  a  nature  because  it  was 
215  Col.  1.18. 
216  See  Appendix. 
217  Cf.  I  Peter  4.1. 
219  'E7retSi  SE  rd  yeyovdq  aüroü  (Stov  al7pa  1rErovOe  ravra,  7rd2ty  aüröi  Aeyerat  7ra19ety 
ÖJrtp  rjpwv.  'Hv  ydp  ö  ähraOrjs  iv  rqi  ndcXovrt  vwpart.  AdNestorium  II,  ACO  1,1,1,  p.  27.  Cf.  C. 
Dratsellas,  `Questions  on  Christology  of  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria',  Abba  Salama  6  (1974)  (reprint),  p.  19. 
219  Quod  unus  sit  Christus,  in  Cyrille  d'  Alexandrie,  Deux  Dialogues  Christologiques,  ed.  by  G.  M. 
Durand,  SC  97  (Paris:  1964),  775,32-39,  p.  504.  Cf.  Sellers,  Christologies,  p.  89. 
220  Evw  Oe  q  SE  pldAlov  vif  Kao'  tptiä  dvOp(.  v7r  AMU,  7rdi9oz  dv  dlraAff;  Qap4  rij  iSia  rd 
ävOpoi  rtva.  De  recta  fide,  ACO  I,  1,5,  p.  50,8-9.  Cf.  Sellers,  Christologies,  p.  88. 
221  Ad  Acacium  Mel.,  ACO  1,1,4,  p.  26;  Ad  Eulogium,  ACO  I,  1,4,  p.  35,  et  al. 
222  Lietzmann,  p.  251. 
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defective,  consisting  only  of  flesh,  the  place  of  a  soul  being  taken  by  the  Logos.  Yet 
Cyril  was  clearly  not  an  Apollinarian  as  we  have  pointed  out.  His  reverence  for 
Athanasius  made  him  adopt  the  pia  cpiiatq  and  then  try  to  make  up  for  its  apparent 
disadvantages.  However,  Cyril  understands  and  qualifies  it  in  an  orthodox  way.  In  his 
thought  `one  physis'  means  one  Christ,  one  `Son,  '  not  one  ousia.  He  clearly  accepts  that 
in  Christ  there  is  perfect  divinity  and  perfect  humanity.  But  rather  than  being 
individuated,  they  are  united  in  one  being,  one  subject,  which  is  not  a  tertium  quid  but 
the  eternal  Logos  Himself  made  man.  Christ  is  `out  of  two  natures'  which  `came 
together  forming  an  inseparable  union  without  being  confused  or  changed,  '  yet  after  the 
incarnation  there  is  only  `one  Son  and  as  the  Fathers  have  said,  one  nature  of  the  Logos 
incarnate'  223  In  his  Second  Letter  to  Succensus,  ZZ4  where  he  answers  crucial  questions 
regarding  the  meaning  of  the  `one  physis'  formula,  Cyril  maintains  that  the  `one  nature' 
formula  by  no  means  abolishes  Christ's  humanity.  By  adding  the  predicate  `incarnate' 
(oeaapxwvpEvq),  claims  Cyril,  he  clearly  indicates  the  existence  of  perfect  humanity  in 
Christ.  "'  Further,  since  he  makes  clear  that  by  adpý  he  means  dv5pw;  roq,  nb  (not  a 
person  but  body  with  a  rational  soul)  the  human  element  in  Christ  is  complete  and 
therefore  is  a  'nature'.  227  As  Grillmeier  observes,  not  only  does  Cyril  acknowledge  a 
rational  soul  in  Christ  (as  we  mentioned  above)  but  also  attributes  a  theological 
significance  to  it:  Christ's  soul  along  with  his  body  `bore'  his  saving  suffering  228 
Cyril  often  in  his  writings  acknowledges  the  `difference  of  the  natures'.  For 
example  in  his  First  Letter  to  Succensus  he  says: 
When  we  consider  the  manner  of  the  incarnation,  we  see  that  two  natures  have 
been  united  without  confusion  (davyxvzwq)  or  change  (dzpa  rzms);  for  the 
flesh  is flesh  and  not  Godhead  though  it  has  become  the  flesh  of  God;  and  the 
Logos  is  God  and  not  flesh,  though,  in  virtue  of  the  economy,  he  has  made  the 
flesh  his  own.  229 
Even  more  clearly,  in  his  Second  Letter  to  Nestorius: 
While  the  natures  which  are  brought  together  into  the  real  unity  are  different, 
yet  out  of  both  is  the  one  Christ  and  Son  -  not  as  though  the  difference  of  the 
223  Ad  Succensum  I,  ACO  I,  1,6,  p.  153. 
224  ACO  I,  1,6,  pp.  157-162. 
225  Ad  Succensum  II,  ACO  I,  1,6,  pp.  160-161. 
226  Ibid.,  p.  158,25. 
227  Grillmeier,  Christ  I,  pp.  473-8. 
228  Ibid.,  p.  475. 
229  ACO  1,1,6,  p.  153;  cf.  De  incarnatione,  PG  75,1471  CD. 62 
natures  was  abolished  by  the  union  -  but  rather  they  formed,  for  our  sake,  the 
one  Lord  and  Christ  and  Son.  230 
In  his  Apologia  adversus  Theodoretum  he  goes  even  further.  Here  he  says  that  the 
incarnation  is  real  because  the  two  natures  are  not  mere  `anhypostatic  (i.  e.  unreal) 
similarities'  but  `real  existences'  (rpdypara)  or  hypostases.  231 
As  well  as  recognising  the  `difference  of  the  natures'  in  Christ,  Cyril  is  very  much 
concerned  with  preserving  the  oneness  of  the  Saviour's  Person: 
We  should  not  define  the  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ  as  if  he  is  separately  God  and 
separately  man,  but  we  say  that  he  is  one  and  the  same,  Jesus  Christ,  though 
we  recognise  the  difference  of  the  natures  (rd  v  vvJv  (oÜoSwv  d8öreq 
öia<popd  v)  and  preserve  them  without  the  one  being  confused  with  the 
other.  232 
Similarly,  in  his  Letter  to  John  of  Antioch,  Cyril  writes:  `There  is  one  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  although  the  difference  of  the  natures  is  not  ignored,  out  of  which  we  say  that  the 
ineffable  union  has  been  effected.  '233  Although  he  distinguishes  what  is  proper  to  each 
of  the  natures  (growth,  hunger,  weariness  etc.  for  the  humanity  and  everything  which 
was  the  Logos'  own  before  the  incarnation  for  the  Divinity)  he  still  refers  all  of  them  to 
the  one  person  by  whom  all  the  actions  of  the  Saviour  recorded  in  the  Bible  are  done?  'a 
The  `hypostatic  union'  allows  us  to  understand  the  doctrine  of  the  `communication  of 
the  idioms'  namely  the  fact  that  the  God-Logos  starves,  thirsts,  cries,  suffers,  is 
crucified  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  humanity  of  Christ  is  transfigured,  resurrected, 
deified. 
However,  out  of  fear  that  an  unqualified  recognition  of  the  `difference  of  the 
natures'  could  lead  to  the  Nestorian  `two  persons',  he  insists  that  the  natures  should  be 
considered  as  two  only  in  contemplation  (xard  pövrp  zrjv  Occopiav)235  and  through 
the  eyes  of  the  soul236  In  other  words,  although  the  difference  of  the  natures  is 
230  Kai  ört  Szdpopot  iv  at  gpd;  zr)v  Evörgra  rrjv  d2ip  tvrjv  avveveXOcFaat  coÜQets,  etc  Se 
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acknowledged  one  should  not  separate  them  after  the  union,  nor  should  one  divide  the 
one  Son  into  two  but  one  should  confess  `one  nature  of  the  Logos  incarnate'  23' 
What  is  then  the  significance  of  the  `one  physis'  formula  in  Cyril?  As  regards  the 
term  physis  itself,  we  should  note  that  in  triadology  he  uses  it  in  the  sense  of  ousia, 
whereas  in  christology  he  identifies  it  with  hypostasis  or  prosopon  238  In  other  words  in 
Cyril  physis,  apart  from  its  primary  meaning  of  essence  (ousia),  could  further  denote  the 
concrete  life-giving  basis  upon  which  an  individual  being  is  established,  which  is  the 
hypostasis.  Thus  in  his  Third  Letter  to  Nestorius,  Cyril  uses  the  same  formula,  except 
that  the  term  hypostasis  has  taken  the  place  of  the  term  physis  (vzoordoet  ptc  ry 
roti  Aöyov  oeaapucvpsvq).  239  As  we  have  seen  above,  he  even  speaks  of  `a  coming 
together  of  two  hypostases',  apparently  meaning  physes  but  in  concrete  and  real 
manner.  Obviously  then,  when  he  speaks  of  `one  physis'  he  means  one  being  which  for 
him  is  the  Christ-Logos.  The  existence  of  two  ousiai  in  Christ  should  not  lead  to  the 
acceptance  of  two  persons  or  sons.  The  `one  physis'  formula  was  for  Cyril  a  safeguard 
against  such  a  danger: 
Those  who  distort  what  is  right  ignored  that  there  is  truly  one  physis  of  the 
Logos  incarnate.  Because  if  the  Logos  who  was  born  naturally  and  truly  of 
God  the  Father  in  an  ineffable  manner  and  then  came  forward  from  a  woman 
by  assuming  flesh  (not  soulless  but  rather  ensouled  with  a  rational  soul)  is  one 
then,  because  of  this,  no  one  should  divide  him  into  two  persons  and  sons.  He 
rather  remains  one.  4° 
However,  the  `one  physis'  formula  became  the  slogan  of  the  later  Monophysites, 
who  based  their  argument  on  the  authority  of  Cyril.  But  as  we  have  seen  Cyril  was  far 
from  suggesting  any  kind  of  Monophysitism,  despite  his  sometimes  dubious  language. 
From  this  point  of  view  we  can  understand  why  he  speaks  of  `one  nature  after  the 
union'  or  why  he  says  that  the  two  natures  are  distinguished  after  the  union  `only  in 
contemplation'  (&v  Oewpicz  uovy).  These  expressions  taken  out  of  their  context  could 
be  considered  as  Monophysite,  but,  in  fact,  they  have  no  other  intention  than  to  prevent 
the  fracture  of  the  one  Son  into  two.  In  his  second  and  third  Anathemas,  which 
Nestorius  was  called  to  subscribe  to,  Cyril  clarifies: 
If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the  Logos  who  comes  from  the  Father  has  been 
united  to  flesh  according  to  hypostasis  (Kaz9'  Ö'röcraaa  v)  and  that  there  is 
237  Ibid.,  p.  153. 
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one  Christ  along  with  his  own  flesh,  who  is  at  the  same  time  God  and  man,  let 
him  be  anathema.  Z"' 
And  also: 
If  anyone  divides  the  hypostases  [i.  e.  physes]  of  the  one  Christ  after  the  union, 
and  only  unites  them  by  a  mere  conjunction  according  to  dignity  or  authority 
or  rule  and  not  by  a  coming  together  in  the  sense  of  a  natural  union,  let  him  be 
anathema.  "' 
Cyril's  insistence  on  the  oneness  of  the  Person  of  Christ  is  his  most  distinctive 
contribution  to  christological  doctrine.  His  `hypostatic'  or  `natural'  union  became  the 
standard  manner  by  which  the  Church  explained  the  mystery  of  the  incarnation.  It  also 
served  as  the  basis  for  the  formulation  of  the  doctrinal  definitions  not  only  of  the 
Councils  of  Ephesus  (AD  431)  and  Constantinople  (AD  553)  -  which  many  scholars 
call  `Cyrillian'  or  `Alexandrian'  -  but  of  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  itself. 
In  Cyril  the  Alexandrian  theological  thought  found  its  most  significant  doctor 
after  Athanasius.  His  christology  expressed  the  core  belief  of  the  Catholic  Church  about 
the  person  of  the  Saviour  and  the  way  of  the  salvation  of  mankind.  Hence,  his  teaching, 
despite  some  obscurities  in  his  terminology,  was  adopted  essentially  by  the  next  three 
Ecumenical  Councils. 
Cyril's  christology  was  not  substantively  an  innovation  or  a  development  of  the 
ideas  of  the  Alexandrian  school  as  it  is  often  maintained,  rather  a  formulation  of 
traditional  essential  belief.  This  christology  is  completely  consistent  with  the  biblical 
teaching  about  the  God-man  ('The  Logos  became  flesh'  [John  1.14])  and  in  accordance 
with  what  the  Cappadocians  had  said  about  the  incarnation.  243 
In  Nestorius'  teaching,  Cyril  saw  the  subversion  of  the  Nicene  Creed  which 
proclaimed  `One  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the  Son  of  God'.  Also,  the  Nestorian  separation  of 
the  two  natures  seemed  to  him  to  be  undermining  the  soteriological  dogma  of  the 
Church  according  to  which  human  salvation  was  established  on  Christ's  assumption  of 
the  human  nature,  thereby  the  latter  was  united  with  the  Godhead  and  was  deified. 
Cyril's  struggle  against  Nestorius  was,  then,  primarily  theological.  Yet  it  did  not 
lack  a  political  element.  Ever  since  the  Second  Ecumenical  Council  ranked  the 
previously  ecclesiastically  unimportant  see  of  Constantinople  higher  than  the  ancient 
Patriarchate  of  Alexandria  (the  3'd  Canon  provided  that  Constantinople  become  second 
241  ACO,  i,  1,1,  p.  40,25-27. 
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in  the  rank  of  the  Christian  Patriarchates  after  Rome  with  Alexandria  dropping  into  third 
place)  the  Alexandrian  bishops  '  kept  undermining  the  position  of  their 
Constantinopolitan  counterparts  244  The  first  victim  of  that  rivalry  was  John  Chrysostom 
(c.  347-407)  who  was  harassed  by  Theophilus  of  Alexandria  (385-412).  245  Now  it  was 
Nestorius'  turn  to  face  the  zeal  of  Theophilus'  nephew  and  successor  to  the  Alexandrian 
throne,  Cyril. 
Upon  learning  Nestorius'  teaching  and  in  particular  his  denunciation  of  the  very 
popular  title  Theotokos,  Cyril  orchestrated  his  reaction.  In  his  Easter  Sermon  of  429  he 
denounced  the  Nestorian  ideas  and  defended  the  Alexandrian  tradition  on  the 
christological  issue.  At  the  same  time  he  sent  an  encyclical  to  the  influential  Egyptian 
monks  informing  them  about  the  error  of  Nestorius'  teaching  and  in  particular  his 
rejection  of  the  title  Theotokos  246  He  also  sent  three  treatises  under  the  title  De  recta 
fide  to  the  Emperor  Theodosius  II  (408-450  )  and  members  of  the  royal  house  in  which 
he  was  warning  them  about  the  danger  that  Nestorius  was  posing  for  orthodoxy  Z"' 
Cyril  wrote  to  Nestorius  himself  urging  him  to  accept  the  term  Theotokos  so  that 
the  peace  of  the  Church  would  be  restored  248  Nestorius'  defiance249  prompted  Cyril  to 
send  him  his  celebrated  Second  Letter  to  Nestorius  in  which  he  defended  himself  against 
the  calumnies  that  his  enemies  had  made  known  to  Nestorius  after  his  first  letter  and 
stated  his  faith  on  the  christological  issue.  25°  As  Nestorius  remained  unswayed2"  Cyril 
appealed  to  Pope  Celestine  (422-432)  who  promptly  took  his  side.  It  was  definitely  a  lot 
easier  for  the  bishop  of  Rome  to  favour  Alexandria  than  the  doctrinally  dubious  bishop 
of  the  city  that  now  enjoyed  the  political  primacy  and  was  gradually  being  vested  with 
ecclesiastical  primacy.  Besides,  Nestorius'  rejection  of  title  Theotokos  could  not  help 
his  cause  in  Rome.  Thus,  Celestine  summoned  a  council  in  Rome  (August  430)  which 
entrusted  Cyril  to  rectify  Nestorius.  That  encouraged  Cyril  to  take  a  more  rigorous 
attitude.  He  summoned  his  suffragans  in  Alexandria  (November  430)  and  drew  up  his 
Third  Letter  to  Nestorius  to  which  he  attached  the  celebrated  Twelve  Anathemas.  52 
244  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  pp.  3-4. 
245  W.  Walker,  A  History  of  the  Christian  Church  (Edinburgh,  1970),  p.  130. 
246  Ad  Monachos,  ACO  I,  1,1,  pp.  10-23. 
247  PG  76,1133ff;  ACO  I,  1,1,  pp.  42ff. 
248  PG  77,44-49;  ACO  1,1,1,  pp.  23-25. 
249  ACO  I,  1,1,  p.  25. 
250  ACO  I,  1,1,  pp.  25-28;  Bindley,  pp.  95-104. 
251  ACO  I,  1,1,  pp.  29-32.  -  252  PG  77,120-124.  ACO  1,1,1,  pp.  33-42;  Bindley,  pp.  108-115.  Engl.  trans.  in  J.  Stevenson,  Creeds 
Councils  and  Controversies,  rev.  by  W.  H.  C.  Frend  (London:  1989),  pp.  301-308.  For  the  full  text  see 
Appendix. 66 
These  Anathemas  were  a  comprehensive  statement  of  his  christological  doctrine.  The 
main  points  of  the  Anathemas  are: 
a)  Christ  is  a  single  subject,  that  of  the  God-Logos  who  united  the  human  nature  to 
himself  according  to  hypostasis  and  made  it  his  own  (iSia  adpý).  He  is,  therefore,  the 
Selfsame,  both  God  and  man. 
b)  The  union  in  Christ  is  so  close  that  one  can  say  that  the  God-Logos  was  born  of  Mary 
according  to  the  flesh.  253  This  is  why  She  is  rightfully  called  Theotokos. 
c)  No  one  should  divide  the  natures  after  the  union  but  all  the  idiomata  of  both  should 
be  predicated  of  the  one  Christ.  ' 
d)  The  natural  appropriation  of  the  `flesh'  (human  nature)  by  the  Logos  allows  us  to  say 
that  he  suffered  and  experienced  death  in  his  human  nature  (aapxi).  This  is  what 
constitutes  Cyril's  controversial,  yet  orthodox,  `theopaschism'.  2sa 
Nestorius  had  to  subscribe  to  these  Anathemas  if  he  wanted  to  remain  in 
communion  with  the  Church  of  Alexandria.  Quite  predictably  he  rejected  them  without 
giving  a  specific  explanation  for  this  to  Cyril.  Nonetheless,  he  was  in  a  difficult  position 
as  the  majority  of  the  eastern  bishops  along  with  Pope  Celestine  were  on  Cyril's  side. 
Thus,  he  retreated  a  little  and  accepted  the  title  Theotokos.  However  he  adapted  it  to  his 
system  of  thought  which  meant  that  the  Virgin  Mary  was  the  mother  of  God  in  the  sense 
that  she  gave  birth  to  the  man  who  `bore'  the  Logos  and  not  to  the  Logos  Himself. 
2.3  THE  REACTION  OF  THE  ORIENTALS 
-  TIIEODORET  OF  CYRUS 
Nestorius  was  not  alone  in  rejecting  Cyril's  doctrine  as  proclaimed  in  the  Anathemas. 
His  fellow  Antiochenes  were  also  prepared  to  fight  for  their  cause.  John  the  Patriarch  of 
Antioch  (d.  441),  who,  in  the  meantime  had  received  the  Anathemas  from  Nestorius, 
being  unable  to  understand  Cyril's  terminology  asked  two  of  his  most  eminent 
theologians,  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  and  Andrew  of  Samosata,  to  examine  the  Anathemas 
and  give  a  verdict.  This  is  where  the  second  of  the  Three  Chapters  Theodoret  of  Cyrus 
became  involved  in  the  Nestorian  Controversy.  He  was  born  at  Antioch  (c  393)  where 
he  received  a  classical  and  theological  education  2"  In  423,  Theodoret  was  elected 
253  ycyevv7JKS  ydp  [ö  'Eppavov42]  vapKiK&;  a-äpKa  yeyovora  rdv  h  Osov  Ao'yov.  First 
Anathema,  ACO,  I,  1,1,  p.  40,22-24. 
254  Formed  from  the  Greek  words  theos  and  pathos  `Theopaschism'  literally  means  the  doctrine  that 
ascribes  passion  to  God..  It  could  have  a  heretical  meaning  when  ascribed  to  divine  nature.  Here, 
however,  Cyril  clearly  ascribes  it  to  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  who  suffers  in  his  flesh.  As  the  flesh  is 
Logos'  own  flesh  so  is  the  suffering.  As  we  shall  see  `Theopaschism'  will  be  the  a  central  idea  in  the 
teaching  of  the  Cyrillian  defenders  of  Chalcedon. 
iss  He  is  said  to  have  been  a  student  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  having  Nestorius  and  John  Chrysostom  as 
his  fellow  students,  but  this  cannot  be  proven.  Quasten,  Patrology  in,  p.  356. 67 
bishop  of  Cyrus,  a  small  town  near  Antioch.  As  a  writer  he  was  very  effective  as  is 
shown  in  his  writings  which  have  come  down  to  us.  Among  them  there  are  important 
exegetical,  historical  and  doctrinal  treatises. 
Theodoret's  reply,  a  severe  critique  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas,  survived  only 
through  Cyril's  refutation  in  his  Ad  Euoptium256  Theodoret  expressed  his  aversion  to 
Cyril's  `realistic'  terminology  which  to  him  implied  mutation  of  the  divine  nature.  The 
Cyrillian  formula  `union  according  to  hypostasis'  was  a  novelty  which  entailed 
confusion  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ.  For  Theodoret,  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas  were 
clearly  reviving  Apollinarianism.  This  was  Theodoret's  first  attack  against  Cyril  and  the 
reason  why  he  was  considered  by  the  Cyrillians  as  pro-Nestorian.  Later  on  he  wrote 
another  treatise  under  the'title  Eranistes2"  ('Epavurrrjs  rj  17o2vpopspoc)  (Beggar)  in 
which  he  argued  against  monophysite  notions  of  the  Alexandrian  theologians  in  the 
form  of  a  dialogue  between  an  orthodox  and  a  Monophysite.  In  this  treatise  Theodoret 
uses  a  less  radical  dyophysite  language.  In  fact,  Theodoret's  doctrine,  as  we  shall  see 
when  examining  his  teaching,  is  less  akin  to  Nestorius'  than  that  of  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia.  As  Leontius  Scholasticus  points  out,  when  Theodoret  attacked  Cyril's 
Twelve  Chapters,  he  was  fighting  against  what  he  thought  to  be  Cyril's  Apollinarianism 
rather  than  defending  Nestorius?  5ß 
2.4  THE  COUNCIL  OF  EPHESUS  I  (431) 
This  conflict  between  the  two  ways  of  approaching  the  mystery  of  the  incarnation 
caused  the  Emperors  Theodosius  II  in  the  East  and  Valentinian  III  in  the  West  to 
convoke  a  general  Council  at  Ephesus.  Cyril  was  certainly  the  best  prepared  for  that 
Council  which  was  summoned  in  a  place  much  friendlier  to  him  and  his  party  than  to 
Nestorius.  Indeed  the  popular,  sentiment  in  Ephesus  favoured  Cyril's  thought  and  the  rn 
local  bishop  Memnon  was  also  on  Cyril's  side. 
Things  became  worse  for  Nestorius  as  his  Antiochene  friends  delayed  their  arrival 
by  sixteen  days  thus,  allowing  Cyril  to  start  the  Council  without  them  and  of  course 
with  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  participants  on  his  side.  Cyril  justified  his 
decision  to  proceed  without  the  Orientals  by  claiming  that  the  bishops  already  gathered 
there  were  complaining  for  the  delay  (some  of  them  had  already  died)  which  seemed  to 
"I  PG  76,389A-452;  ACO  I,  1,6,107-146. 
257  The  work  was  written  in  447  or  448  and  comprises  a  refutation  of  Monophysitism  in  the  form  of  a 
dialogue  between  an  orthodox  and  a  Monophysite.  The  entire  work  is  extant  in  PG  83,27-336. 
258  De  Sectis,  PG  86,1224BC. 68 
them  deliberate  aiming  at  a  possible  avoidance  of  Nestorius'  condemnation.  "'  John  of 
Antioch  had  informed  Cyril  that  he  was  coming  shortly  and  asked  that  the  Council  not 
commence  its  business  before  his  contingent  arrived.  26'  But  nobody  was  prepared  to 
wait  any  longer. 
In  one  day  the  Council  reviewed  the  whole  controversy  by  examining  the  letters 
exchanged  between  Cyril  and  Nestorius,  anathematised  Nestorius  and  endorsed  Cyril's 
teaching,  particularly  as  expounded  in  his  Second  Letter  to  Nestorius  26'  Of  course, 
Nestorius  refused  to  participate  and  along  with  Count  Candidian,  the  head  of  the 
imperial  guard  at  Ephesus,  protested  against  Cyril's  haste. 
Six  days  after  the  Council  had  commenced  its  proceeding  the  Antiochenes  arrived 
at  Ephesus  (26  June  431).  John  immediately  denounced  Cyril's  Council  and  its 
decisions  as  uncanonical  and  summoned  his  suffragans  to  another  church.  The 
Antiochene  Council  excommunicated  Cyril  and  Memnon  who  they  accused  of  being 
followers  of  Arius,  Apollinarius  and  Eunomius  262  The  schism  that  seemed  imminent 
was  completed  when  the  Council,  in  turn,  denounced  the  assembly  of  the  Orientals  and 
deposed  its  members  263 
In  its  sixth  session  the  Council  condemned  a  creed  used  by  the  Quartodecimans 
and  Novatians  'enabling  them  to  be  accepted  in  the  Church.  264  The  creed,  according  to 
which  Christ  was  effected  from  the  union  of  the  Logos  with  the  man  Jesus,  was 
associated  with  Nestorius  but  as  Cyril  informs  us  everybody  knew  it  was  written  by 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  26'  However,  Theodore  was  not  mentioned,  let  alone 
anathematised,  in  order  that  his  numerous  admirers  in  the  East  were  not  be  provoked  to 
break  with  the  Church  266 
By  reason  of  this  creed  the  Council  issued  a  decree  that  no  creed  should  ever  be 
introduced  other  than  that  of  Nicaea.  This  provision  played  a  very  important  role  later 
on  when,  as  we  shall  see,  the  Monophysites  used  it  in  order  to  discard  the  Chalcedonian 
259  ACO  I,  1,2,  p.  67. 
260  John  justified  his  delay  on  the  grounds  that  his  suffragans  could  not  be  ready  in  time  as  they  had  to 
stay  in  their  sees  for  the  celebration  of  the  New  Lord's  Day,  namely  the  first  Sunday  after  Easter. 
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Definition  as  a  doctrinal  innovation.  The  decree,  the  7"  canon  of  the  Council,  reads  as 
follows: 
It  is  unlawful  for  anyone  to  bring  forward  or  to  write  or  to  compose  another 
Creed  (hvepav  =ivrty)  besides  that  determined  by  the  holy  Fathers 
assembled  with  the  Holy  Ghost  in  Nicaea.  But  those  who  shall  dare  either  to 
compose  another  Creed  or  to  introduce  or  to  offer  it  to  persons  desiring  to 
come  to  the  acknowledgement  of  the  truth,  whether  from  paganism  or  from 
Judaism,  or  from  any  heresy  whatsoever,  shall  be  deposed  if  they  be  bishops  or 
clerics  -  bishops  from  the  episcopate,  and  clerics  from  the  clergy  -  and  if 
they  be  laymen,  they  shall  be  anathematised.  267 
Moreover,  in  the  decisions  of  the  Council  the  crucial  term  Theotokos  was  clearly 
proclaimed.  The  validity  of  the  Cyrillian  principle  of  Christ's  double  consubstantiality 
(with  the  Father  eternally  and  with  us  in  time),  which  was  in  essence  the  main  point  at 
stake  during  the  Nestorian  controversy,  was  therefore  confirmed. 
In  the  meantime,  the  Antiochenes,  unconvinced  by  several  imperial  attempts  to  be 
reconciled  with  the  Cyrillians,  continued  their  own  assembly,  the  product  of  which  was 
a  Declaration  of  Faith.  268  This  document,  which  expounded  the  christological  doctrine 
in  moderate  Antiochene  fashion,  was  to  become  the  basis  for  the  agreement  between 
Cyril  and  the  Orientals. 
The  Council  of  Ephesus  concluded  its  proceedings  without  being  able  to  impose 
its  decisions  and  moreover  to  solve  the  problem.  The  Emperor  Theodosius  being  at  a 
loss  as  to  which  view  ought  to  be  adopted  accepted  only  Nestorius'  excommunication 
and  ordered  that  he  be  exiled  in  Egypt  where  he  remained  until  his  death  (c.  451). 
The  Council  of  Ephesus  which  was  undoubtedly  supported  by  the  great  majority 
of  the  Eastern  Church  (the  decisions  of  the  `Cyrillian'  Council  were  subscribed  to  by 
one  hundred  and  ninety  seven  bishops  whereas  those  of  the  Antiochenes  by  fifty  four) 
was  recognised  as  ecumenical  as  its  decisions  were  also  adopted  by  the  Roman 
delegates  (11  July  431  ).  269 
The  Antiochenes,  on  the  other  hand,  despite  several  mediation  attempts  by 
political  and  ecclesiastical  figures,  remained  adamant  in  rejecting  Ephesus  and  its 
decisions.  The  Antiochene  theologians  wanted  to  safeguard,  at  any  cost,  the  dyophysite 
christology  as  opposed  to  the  Alexandrian  `one  nature'  approach.  Particularly  offensive 
to  their  way  of  thinking  were  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas  which  were  endorsed  at 
Ephesus. 
267  ACO  I,  1,7,  pp.  105-106;  Engl.  trans.  in  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  p.  12. 
268  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  p.  13. 
269  ACO  I,  1,3,  pp.  60ff. 70 
It  was,  then,  primarily  a  theological  disagreement,  but  not  just  that;  as  Sellers 
points  out,  the  Antiochene  Oriental  Churches,  represented  a  relatively  small 
ecclesiastical  and  political  bloc  surrounded  geographically  by  churches  influenced  by 
the  all  powerful  Alexandrian  Patriarchate.  Adherence,  therefore,  to  their  distinctive 
dyophysite  christology  was  for  the  Antiochenes  a  matter  of  protecting  their  theological, 
ecclesiastical  and  political  identity  as  well  270 
2.5  THE  FORMULARY  OF  REUNION  (433) 
A  solution  to  the  disagreement  seemed  to  have  been  found  when  the  two  parties 
managed  to  agree  on  the  basis  of  a  confession  of  faith  drawn  up,  as  we  mentioned 
earlier,  by  the  Antiochenes2"  which  has  been  known  as  the  Formulary  of  Reunion 
(433).  272  The  Formulary  was  joyfully  endorsed  by  Cyril  as  is  shown  in  his  celebrated 
Letter  to  John  of  Antioch  (Laetentur  Coeli)273  which  contains  the  Antiochene 
confession.  The  passage  in  question  is  as  follows: 
We  confess  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Only-Begotten  Son  of  God  is 
perfect  God  and  perfect  Man  with  rational  soul  and  body;  before  the  ages  he 
was  begotten  of  the  Father  according  to  divinity,  and  in  the  last  days  the 
Selfsame  [röv  avröv],  for  us  and  for  our  salvation,  [was  born]  of  the  Virgin 
Mary  according  to  humanity.  [We  also  confess  that]  the  Selfsame  is 
consubstantial  with  the  Father  according  to  divinity,  and  consubstantial  with 
us  according  to  humanity.  For  two  natures  were  united  (Soo  ydp  va,  6Wv 
Evtwcrtq  yEyov8);  this  is  why  we  confess  one  Christ,  one  Son,  one  Lord.  In  the 
sense  of  this  unconfused  union  we  confess  that  the  Holy  Virgin  is  Theotokos, 
because  the  God-Logos  became  incarnate  and  was  made  man,  and  from  the 
very  conception  united  to  Himself  the  temple  which  he  received  from  Her. 
Regarding  the  evangelical  and  apostolic  sayings  about  the  Lord,  we  know  that 
the  theologians  regard  some  as  common  because  they  belong  to  the  one 
Person,  and  others  as  divided  because  they  refer  to  the  two  natures;  [from  the 
latter]  those  that  meet  for  God  they  attribute  to  Christ's  divinity  whereas  those 
that  are  humble  they  refer  to  humanity  Z'4 
The  Antiochene  document,  without  giving  up  the  two  natures  christology, 
accepted  central  points  of  the  Cyrillian  christology,  namely  the  term  Theotokos,  the 
`communication  of  the  idioms,  '  and,  crucially,  the  related  ideas  of  the  `two  births'  (one 
eternal  of  the  Father  and  one  in  time  of  the  Virgin  Mary)  and  the  `double 
consubstantiality'  of  the  God-Logos. 
270  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  p.  6. 
Z"  It  has  been  argued  that  the  Formulary  was  written  by  Theodoret.  Cf.  Tixeront,  p.  94;  Kelly,  p.  328, 
Feidas,  p.  617.  This  is  not  our  view  since  some  of  the  principles  of  the  Formulary  are  not  compatible  with 
Theodoret's  teaching. 
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The  acceptance  of  the  Antiochene  confession  by  Cyril  was  to  be  the  cause  of  great 
embarrassment  for  his  hard-line  followers.  For  the  Antiochene  confession  is  clearly 
dyophysite.  It  accepts  that  Christ  is  `out  of  two  natures'  as  well  as  `in  two  natures'. 
Cyril's  acceptance  of  John's  confession  shows  very  clearly  that  -for  the  Alexandrian 
father  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos'  double  birth  and  double  consubstantiality  was  the 
decisive  safeguard  against  Nestorianism.  Defending  his  subscription  to  the  Formulary, 
Cyril  makes  clear  that  whoever  accepts  that  the  Logos  was  born  of  the  Father  according 
to  his  divinity  and  the  self-same  was  born  of  the  Virgin  according  to  his  own  humanity 
cannot  be  a  Nestorian  27'  As  Romanides  has  shown,  this  is  exactly  what  Nestorius  as 
well  as  Theodoret  could  not  accept.  276 
Furthermore  Cyril's  acceptance  of  the  Formulary  showed  that  he  was  not  as 
narrow-minded  as  his  subsequent  followers.  For  his  concern  was  not  with  terms  and 
formulae  but  with  salvation.  Cyril's  point  of  view  is  primarily  a  soteriological  one. 
Humanity  is  saved  through  its  appropriation  by  the  Logos  who  alone  can  save  men.  That 
entails  that  the  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  had  to  be  the  Logos  himself  in  flesh.  If  this 
identification  of  Christ  with  the  Logos  as  well  as  his  `double  consubstantiality'  (which 
safeguards  both  the  completeness  of  his  divinity  and  his  humanity)  are  proclaimed  then 
both  the  `out  of  two  natures'  and  `in  two  natures'  formulae  are  perfectly  orthodox. 
Yet,  the  acceptance  by  John  of  Antioch  of  those  basic  tenets  of  orthodoxy  was  not 
enough  for  Cyril.  The  latter  wanted  from  John  a  clear  anathema  against  Nestorius.  John 
reluctantly  submitted  to  political  pressure  by  the  Emperor's  envoys  and  signed  a 
declaration  that  included  Nestorius'  anathema.  2' 
Despite  the  political  intrigues,  it  is  very  important  to  note  that,  as  the  Formulary 
showed,  the  moderate  Antiochenes,  like  John  of  Antioch,  were  not  far  away  from  the 
tradition  that  Cyril  represented  and  that  there  were  orthodox  in  both  sides  who  kept  the 
same  tradition  and  could  speak  the  same  theological  language. 
The  conciliatory  text  did  not  fulfil  its  aim.  It  did  not  bring  about  peace  to  the 
Church  through  a  doctrinal  consensus.  For  in  both  parties  there  were  those  who  were  not 
prepared  to  surrender  what  they  had  held  dear  up  to  then.  In  particular,  the  Antiochene 
theologians  Theodoret  of  Cyrus,  Andrew  of  Samosata  and  John  of  Germanicia  decided 
collectively  that,  although  willing  to  accept  Cyril  as  orthodox,  they  could  not  subscribe 
275  Ad  Acacium  Mel.,  ACO  I,  1;  4,  p.  25,2-28. 
2'6  J.  Romanides,  `St.  Cyril's  `One  physis  or  hypostasis  of  God  the  Logos  Incarnate'  and  Chalcedon' 
GOTR  10,  (1964-65)  84-85,91  ff. 
277  Cyril,  Ad  Donatum,  PG  77,252C;  ACO  1,1,4,  p.  6. 72 
to  Nestorius'  anathema.  278  Others,  like  Alexander  of  Hierapolis,  broke  communion  even 
with  John  accusing  him  of  betraying  the  true  faith  through  accepting  a  document  of 
`ecclesiastical  negotiationi279 
On  the  other  hand,  Cyril's  position  in  his  own  party  was  not  any  easier.  He  also 
had  to  struggle  to  convince  his  followers  that  he  did  not  surrender  the  basics  of  their 
christology  and  in  particular  that  he  did  not  withdraw  his  Anathemas  for  the  sake  of 
reconciliation.  The  exponents  of  the  Alexandrian  doctrine  were  worried  that  their  slogan 
`one  nature  after  the  union'  had  been  compromised  as  no  mention  of  it  was  made  in  the 
Formulary  and  the  letters  exchanged  between  Cyril  and  John.  Thus  Cyril  had  to  reassure 
his  friends  that  his  acceptance  of  two  natures  concurring  in  the  incarnation  does  not 
abolish  the  unity  of  Christ's  one  subject  or  Person.  28° 
The  question  whether  Cyril  abandoned  the  christology  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas  is 
a  crucial  one,  for,  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  this  aspect  of  the  Alexandrian  bishop's  thdught 
that  offended  the  strict  dyophysites  the  most.  The  latter  spread  the  rumour  that,  after  the 
reconciliation,  Cyril  had  indeed  disowned  the  Twelve  Anathemas  28'  This  was  not  true. 
In  his  Letter  to  Acacius  of  Beroea,  Cyril  made  it  clear  that  he  was  not  going  to  revoke 
anything  of  what  he  had  said  against  Nestorius.  He  concedes,  however,  that  the  Twelve 
Anathemas  were  meant  to  serve  a  specific  purpose,  to  censure  Nestorius'  doctrine,  and 
as  such  they  should  be  interpreted.  282  In  his  Letter  to  Acacius  of  Melitine  he  says:  `no 
argument  will  convince  us  that  whatever  we  have  written  correctly  against  the  ill  words 
of  Nestorius,  was  not  rightly  done'.  283  It  is  our  view  that  the  Formulary  does  not  abolish 
the  Twelve  Anathemas  but  rather  complements  them. 
2.6  IBAS  OF  EDESSA 
The  victory  of  Cyril  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus  as  well  as  in  the  Formulary  of  Reunion 
failed  to  eliminate  the  Nestorian  heresy.  Far  from  it,  the  Nestorian  party  became  even 
more  vigorous,  especially  in  the  East  where  harassment  against  the  orthodox  occurred  284 
In  those  Oriental  Churches  hard-line  Antiochenes  broke  the  agreement  by  interpreting 
27  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  p.  20;  Hefele,  rv,  pp.  145ff. 
279  Sellers,  loc.  cit 
280  Ad  Acacium  Mel.,  ACO  1,1,4,  pp.  20-31.  Ad  Succensum  1,  ACO  1,1,6,  pp.  151-157. 
281  Theodoret,  Letter  to  John  ofAntioch,  ACO  1,1,7,  pp.  163-164. 
282  rj  Se  ye  rwv  KeQ'aiaiwv  Süvapts  xard  rd  v  Nearopiov  Soypdrwv  ytypawrraa  povrvv  cz  yap 
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Kepaiaiwv  Evvoia;  xarä  pövwv  rav  Exeivov  Xwpoüaas  Q2aaVrlfrtr  v.  AdAcacium  Ber.,  ACO 
1,1,7,  p.  149. 
2"  Ad  Acacium  Mel.,  ACO  I,  1,4,  p.  21. 
2"  PG  77,225. 73 
the  Formulary  in  the  strict  Antiochene-Nestorian  fashion.  Not  being  able  to  use  the 
name  of  Nestorius  for  fear  of  excommunication  or  persecution,  they  launched  a 
campaign  of  spreading  the  writings  of  Diodore  of  Tarsus  and  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia.  28S  Very  active  among  them  became  Ibas  of  Edessa,  the  third  person  of  the 
Three  Chapters. 
Ibas  was  at  that  time  the  head  of  the  Catechetical  School  of  Edessa  in  Osrhoene, 
which  was  founded  by  the  great  monastic  figure,  Ephraem  the  Syrian  (c.  306-373).  286 
From  this  position,  Ibas  promoted  the  Antiochene  cause,  especially  the  teaching  of 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  whose  writings  he  translated  into  Syriac?  $'  Ibas  was  on  bad 
terms  with  his  bishop  Rabbulas,  a  faithful  exponent  of  the  Cyrillian  doctrine,  who  saw 
in  Ibas'  teaching  the  Nestorian  heresy.  Rabbulas'  reaction  was  first  to  condemn 
Theodore's  writings  and  forbid  their  circulation  in  the  School  and  in  his  bishopric  and, 
eventually,  to  close  the  School  itself  (431)  Z$$ 
This  friction  between  Rabbulas  and  Ibas  is  shown  in  a  letter  that  the  latter 
addressed  to  Maris  (433)289  In  this  letter  Ibas  accuses  Cyril  of  falling  into  the  heresy  of 
Apollinarius,  expresses  admiration  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  -  he  calls  him  doctor  of 
the  Church  -  and  questions  the  validity  of  Nestorius'  condemnation  asserting  that  the 
Council  of  Ephesus  did  not  examine  his  case  properly.  This  letter  is  of  great  importance 
as  it  manifests  the  thought  of  Nestorius'  sympathisers  at  the  time.  Moreover,  being 
included  in  the  minutes  of  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  Ibas'  letter  served  as  evidence  in 
the  eyes  of  the  Monophysites  that  the  Council  vindicated  Nestorius. 
Ibas'  activities  were  facilitated  when  he  became  the  bishop  of  Edessa  in  Osrhoene 
(438-449,451-457)  after  the  death  of  his  enemy  Rabbulas.  From  this  position,  he 
showed  impressive  energy  in  spreading  Theodore's  writings  all  over  Syria, 
Mesopotamia  and  Armenia  where  he  created  tension  and  dispute.  In  Armenia,  in 
particular,  the  missionary  activities  of  Ibas  and  Meletius  of  Mopsuestia  -  another 
radical  Antiochene  who  was  exiled  in  Armenia29°  -were  not  welcomed  by  the  local 
bishops  who  complained  to  Proclus,  the  bishop  of  Constantinople  (d.  446/447).  The 
latter,  in  response,  issued  his  famous  Tomus  ad  Armenios  by  which  he  condemned 
2°s  Liberatus,  Breviarum,  ACO  II,  5,  p.  110. 
286  On  the  history  of  the  school  of  Edessa  see  G.  G.  Blum,  `Rabbula  von  Edessa.  Der  Christ,  der  Bischof, 
der  Theologe,  '  CSCO  300,  Subsidia  34  (Louvain:  1969),  pp.  169-174. 
2E7  A.  V66bus  calls  Ibas  `the  greatest  protagonist  of  the  Antiochian  theology'.  `History  of  the  School  of 
Nisibis',  CSCO  266,  Subsidia  26  (Louvain:  1965),  p.  31. 
28°  Grillmeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  p.  413. 
289  For  the  letter  to  Maris  see  Part  One,  Chapter  III. 
290  Kalamaras,  p.  56. 74 
Nestorianism,  endorsed  Cyril's  terminology  and  asked  for  a  condemnation  of 
Theodore's  writings.  "'  In  view  of  this  increasing  popularity  of  the  Theodoren  writings 
which  were  helping  Nestorius'  cause,  Cyril  himself  decided  to  write  a  refutation  of  the 
ideas  of  Theodore  and  Diodore  of  Tarsus.  92 
In  the  meantime,  Ibas'  authoritarian  behaviour  as  well  as  his  favouring  of 
Nestorian  ideas  caused  disquiet  in  Osrhoene  where  a  number  of  his  clergymen  turned  to 
Antioch  and  Constantinople  asking  for  intervention.  At  Antioch  Domnus  (443-450), 
John's  successor  and  a  dyophysite,  was,  predictably,  not  prepared  to  confront  Ibas.  In 
Constantinople,  however,  after  what  seems  to  have  been  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  win 
over  Flavian  (447-449),  Proclus'  succesor,  and  the  Home  Synod  (  'Evi5r7iotJou 
. 
Thvoäog),  293  Ibas'  accusers  managed  (through  the  help  of  Eutyches,  an  influential 
Archimandrite  of  whom  we  will  speak  later  on)  to  gain  a  hearing  by  the  Emperor 
Theodosius.  The  outcome  of  this  meeting  was  an  imperial  decree  summoning  Ibas  to 
stand  trial  in  an  ecclesiastical  court  consisting  of  Photius  of  Tyre,  Eustathius  of  Berytus, 
and  Uranius  of  Himeria  as  judges.  The  trial  took  place  in  two  stages;  first  in  Berytus  (26 
October  448)294  and  later  in  Tyre  (25  February  449)  295  Along  with  a  series  of  charges  of 
misconduct  and  breach  of  the  canons,  Ibas  was  faced  with  the  accusation  that  he  was  a 
Nestorian  and  that  he  had  called  Cyril  a  heretic  on  the  grounds  of  his  Twelve 
Chapters.  296  Some  of  his  accusers  even  recalled  that  he  had  once  publicly  said:  `I  do  not 
envy  Christ  for  becoming  God,  for  if  he  became  this,  I  too  [could]  have  become  the 
same'  297  Ibas  emphatically  denied  that  he  ever  said  that  298  As  for  the  accusation  that  he 
had  called  Cyril  a  heretic,  he  first  said  that  he  could  not  remember  doing  this  but  later 
admitted  it.  In  fact,  said  Ibas,  the  whole  of  the  Antiochene  Church  held  Cyril  a  heretic 
until  he  clarified  his  faith  to  John  of  Antioch  and  accepted  the  Antiochene  confession.  299 
After  the  reconciliation  of  433,  he  and  the  whole  of  the  Antiochene  Church,  considered 
Cyril  orthodox  and  communicated  with  him  30o  Then  his  accusers,  in  order  to  prove  him 
wrong,  showed  the  letter  to  Mans  where,  as  we  saw,  Ibas  accuses  Cyril  of  falling  into 
291  PG  65,  col.  856-875;  ACO  Iv,  2,  pp.  187-195. 
Z'2  Only  Latin  fragments  exist.  PG  76,1437-1452. 
293  ACO  II,  1,3,  p.  20,  no  31.  For  Flavian  and  the  Home  Synod  see  below. 
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295  ACO  Ii,  1,3,  pp.  14-16. 
296  ACO  II,  1,3,  p.  25,  no  73;  pp.  30-31. 
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the  heresy  of  Apollinarius.  However,  -  and  after  a  declaration  of  the  clergy  of  Edessa 
was  read  confirming  Ibas'  orthodoxy-  Ibas  was  acquitted.  But  Ibas'  troubles  were  far 
from  over;  his  opponents  were  very  soon  to  try  him  again  in  the  council  of  Ephesus  II. 
2.7  DIOSCORus,  EUTYCHES  AND  THE  HOME  SYNOD  OF  448 
The  mutual  antipathy  between  the  Cyrillians  and  the  Antiochenes  became  even  more 
intense  after  the  death  of  the  protagonists  of  the  reconciliation  John  of  Antioch  (441), 
Cyril  (444)  and  Proclus  (446),  and  their  succession  by  Domnus,  Dioscorus  (441-451) 
and  Flavian  respectively. 
Dioscorus,  Cyril's  archdeacon,  was  an  uncompromising  Alexandrian  whose 
ambition  and  unscrupulousness  would  surpass  that  of  all  his  predecessors.  He  fought  for 
the  imposition  of  the  Alexandrian-Cyrillian  way  of  thinking,  and  in  particular  the 
christology  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas  and  the  decisions  of  Ephesus.  He  also  strove  for 
the  ecclesiastical  supremacy  of  Alexandria  in  the  East.  In  so  doing  he  was  confronted 
with  Domnus  of  Antioch  and  Flavian  of  Constantinople.  They  represented  the  moderate 
sides  of  the  Antiochene  and  the  Cyrillian  tradition  respectively.  It  should  be  noted 
though,  that  Dioscorus  was  definitely  not  a  Monophysite  in  the  sense  that  the  term 
assumed  later  on  account  of  Eutyches'  ideas.  He  certainly  refused  to  accept  the 
Antiochene  formula  `two  natures  after  the  union,  '  stubbornly  insisting  on  the  scheme 
`two  natures  before  the  incarnation-one  after  it,  '  yet  he  firmly  proclaimed  the  reality  of 
Christ's  humanity,  his  double  consubstantiality,  and  the  distinction  between  the 
functions  of  the  two  natures  after  the  union.  3o' 
Dioscorus'  struggle  for  the  Alexandrian  cause,  however,  inspired  a  fellow 
Cyrillian  to  defend  the  `one  physis'  doctrine  with  such  clumsiness  that  he  eventually 
discredited  his  party  in  a  way  its  enemies  could  not  achieve.  Eutyches,  a  respected 
Archimandrite  (leader  of  a  monastery)  of  Constantinople,  was  a  faithful  follower  of 
Cyril,  but  his  less  than  average  grasp  of  theological  matters  did  not  help  him  to  do 
justice  to  the  thought  of  the  great  Alexandrian  302  The  starting  point  of  Eutyches' 
thought  was  Cyril's  `one  incarnate  physis  of  the  God-Logos';  for  him,  as  for  all  strict 
Cyrillians,  there  was  only  one  nature  after  the  union.  But,  while  Cyril  and  most  of  his 
followers  took  care  to  safeguard  the  reality  of  Christ's  humanity,  Eutyches  was  not  clear 
on  this  point.  Whereas,  he  accepted  that  Christ  was  perfect  God  and  perfect  man  he 
'o'  See  the  quotation  from  Dioscorus'  Letter  to  Secundinus  in  Zachariah  of  Mitylene,  The  Syriac 
Chronicle,  trans.  by  F. J.  Hamilton,  and  E.  W.  Brooks  (London,  1899),  III,  1,  pp.  45-46. 
'02  Leo  calls  him  `ignorant  old  man'  (death  7Epovra).  ACO  11,1,1,  p.  40. 76 
refused  to  acknowledge  that  his  flesh  was  consubstantial  with  his  mother's,  and 
consequently  with  us  303 
The  whole  question  of  Eutyches'  doctrine  was  brought  to  light  by  Eusebius  of 
Dorylaeum,  the  same  person  who  first  censured  Nestorius  at  the  Home  Synod  ( 
'BvSipotvaa  Zvvoäos)  of  Constantinople  without,  however,  specific  mention  of  any 
heretical  ideas.  The  moderate  Flavian,  reluctant  at  the  beginning  to  address  the  issue 
(Eutyches  was  very  popular  with  the  people  of  the  capital  and  many  of  the  Palace 
officials)  eventually  agreed  to  examine  the  issue.  Eutyches  ignored  the  first  two 
summonses  by  the  Synod  to  appear  and  defend  himself  -  he  appealed  to  his  monastic 
vow  never  to  leave  his  monastery.  Nevertheless,  his  communications  with  the  delegates 
of  the  Synod  are  interesting.  When  asked  whether  he  accepted  that  Christ  was  born  `out 
of  two  natures  united  in  one  hypostasis',  Eutyches  replied  that  this  idea  was  a  novel  one. 
Even  if  it  was  found  in  the  teaching  of  a  Father  it  was  not  found  in  the  Scriptures  which 
are  superior  to  the  Fathers  304  He  could  only  accept  one  nature  of  the  God-Logos 
incarnate  and  made  man  . 
305  He  also  denied  that  he  had  taught  that  the  flesh  of  the  Lord 
came  down  from  heaven  (o  eed;  Al  yoq  Eý'  ovpavo)P  v)v  odpxa  icarsvrjvoxs)3o6 
but  still  did  not  want  to  specify  where  this  flesh  came  from  307.  When  Eutyches 
eventually  appeared  at  the  Synod  he  very  reluctantly  admitted  that  the  body  of  Christ 
was  consubstantial  with  ours  but  insisted  on  his  refusal  to  acknowledge  that  Christ  was 
`out  of  two  natures'  (apparently  here  meaning  `in  two  natures')  even  though  he  was 
reminded  by  the  judges  that  this  doctrine  had  been  endorsed  by  Cyril  in  his  letter  to 
John  (433).  Eventually,  and  under  the  pressure  of  Florentius,  he  came  up  with  this 
strange  idea:  `I  confess  that  our  Lord  was  out  of  two  natures  before  the  union,  but  after 
the  union  I  confess  only  one  nature'  308  As  it  became  clear  that  Eutyches  was  not 
prepared  to  confess  `two  natures  after  the  union'  the  Synod  condemned  and  deprived 
703  ACO  II,  1,1,  pp.  38-39;  124. 
30'  ACO  11,1,1,  p.  124. 
305  pia  pvc  q  rov'  OeoJ  Myou  aapKwO9  vros  Kai  Evavz9pwz#aavros  ACO  li,  1,1,  p.  124.  We 
should  note  here  that  -  if  the  delegates  of  the  Synod  attributed  Eutyches'  words  precisely  -  the 
participles  aapKO)O9  vros  and  EvavL9ptv7rrjcravroc  qualify  the  eedq  Myos  and  not  the  pia  Vvai  , 
which  makes  the  phrase  sound  even  more  monophysitic  than  if  it  had  qualified  the  `one  physis'  in  which 
case  it  could  have  been  taken  as  meaning  one  hypostasis  as  in  Cyril. 
306  ACO  it,  1,1,  p.  92;  161,  no  648,18-20; 
307  ACO  It,  1,1,  p.  92. 
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him  of  the  title  of  Archimandrite.  All  this  shows  that  Eutyches'  christology  was  rather 
confused  and  ill-informed  309 
The  proceedings  of  the  Home  Synod  are  very  significant  for  both  the  formation  of 
the  Chalcedonian  christology  and  the  development  of  the  later  Monophysite  movement. 
It  was  the  first  time  that  the  `in  two  natures'  or  `two  natures  after  the  union'  formula 
was  proclaimed  at  a  council,  "'  and  what  is  more,  clearly  considered  as  being  in 
agreement  with  Cyril.  "'  Eutyches'  monophysitism  gave  the  bishops  the  chance  to  show 
that  dyophysitism  was  not  necessarily  a  Nestorian  tenet  but  -  properly  understood  - 
very  Cyrillian  indeed.  Flavian  as  well  as  the  other  bishops  of  the  Synod  were  Cyrillians. 
This  is  manifestly  shown  in  Flavian's  confession  of  faith  which  we  shall  see  later  on. 
Eutyches  appealed  to  Leo  with  a  letter  in  which  he  anathematised  the  main 
heresies  of  the  past  and  complained  that  he  was  not  treated  fairly  by  the  Home  Synod. 
Flavian  wrote  to  Leo  too,  but  his  letter  arrived  later  than  Eutyches'.  This  explains  why 
Leo,  at  first,  took  a  sympathetic  view  of  Eutyches'  complaints.  When,  however,  Leo 
received  Flavian's  letter  along  with  the  acts  of  the  Home  Synod  he  composed  his 
celebrated  Tome. 
In  the  meantime,  another  minor  Synod  was  held  in  Constantinople  (449)  with  the 
aim  of  examining  Eutyches'  allegations  that  the  Acts  of  the  Home  Synod  had  been 
tampered  with.  The  result  proved  that  the  Acts  where  essentially  authentic.  Then 
Eutyches  managed  to  have  Theodosius  examine  Flavian's  faith.  In  response,  Flavian 
sent  the  Emperor  a  confession  of  faith.  This  is  an  extremely  important  text  as  it  shows 
that  Flavian's  thought  was  Cyrillian.  Moreover,  this  letter  was  influential  in  the  shaping 
of  the  Chalcedonian  Definition.  Flavian's  letter,  acknowledges  the  doctrine  of  `two 
natures  in  one  hypostasis  and  person':  `[although  we  believe  that]  Christ  is  out  of  two 
natures  after  the  incarnation  through  the  Holy  Virgin  and  his  becoming  man,  we  confess 
one  Christ,  one  Son,  one  Lord  in  one  hypostasis  and  one  person.  '312  We  must  note  here 
309  Zachariah  of  Mitylene,  a  pro-Monophysite  author,  gives  an  interesting  description  of  the  way  Eutyches 
understood  the  incarnation:  `He  [Eutyches]  taught  many  that  [the  Word  became  flesh]309  as  the 
atmosphere  assumes  bodily  form  and  becomes  rain  or  snow  under  the  influence  of  the  wind,  or  as  water 
by  reason  of  the  cold  air  becomes  ice.  '  Chronicle,  II,  2,  pp.  20-21. 
3"  ACO  11,1,1,  pp.  117-118. 
"'  ACO  11,1,1,  pp.  120ff. 
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EvavL9paihrr7Qty,  Ev  pz¢  výroardo-et  xat  ev  evi  irpoaa1  rq  Eva  Xptardv,  Eva  viöv,  Eva  Ktpzov 
öpoAoyoti,  rsv.  ACO  II,  1,1,  p.  35. 78 
that,  although  Flavian  used  the  expression  `out  of  two  natures',  '"  he  obviously"  meant 
`in  two'  since  he  added  `after  the  incarnation'. 
Further,  Flavian  emphatically  repeats  the  Cyrillian  doctrines  of  the  double  birth 
and  double  consubstantiality  of  the  Logos  and  therefore  his  identity  with  Christ: 
We  proclaim  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  was  born  eternally  from  God  the 
Father  according  to  the  Divinity,  and  in  these  last  days  the  self-same  [was 
born]  for  us  and  for  our  salvation  from  Mary  the  Virgin  according  to  the 
Manhood,  is  perfect  God  and  perfect  Man,  the  self-same,  by  assuming  a 
rational  soul  and  a  body,  [being]  consubstantial  with  the  Father  according  to 
the  divinity  and  the  self-same  consubstantial  with  the  mother  according  to  the 
humanity.  "' 
Striking  in  this  document  is  the  use  of  the  formula  `one  physis  of  the  God-Logos 
incarnate  and  made  man'  alongside  the  formula  `two  natures-one  person  and  hypostasis' 
(which  was  later  on  to  be  sanctioned  by  Chalcedon)  as  long  as  both  refer  to  the  one  and 
the  same  Christ:  `And  we  do  not  refuse  to  confess  one  nature  of  the  God-Logos 
incarnate  and  made  man,  too,  because  from  both  our  one  and  the  same  Lord  (is 
composed).  ""  Obviously  Flavian  here  does  not  understand  the  formula  `one  physis'  in 
exactly  the  same  way  as  Cyril.  Whereas  for  Cyril  physis  is  (in  christology)  synonymous 
with  hypostasis,  for  Flavian  it  means  ousia.  This  is  why  the  latter  can  speak  of  two 
natures  after  the  union.  When  Flavian  accepts  the  `one  nature  incarnate  and  man'  he 
does  so  because  for  him  the  qualifiers  `incarnate'  and  `made  man'  denote  the  second 
(human)  nature  36  In  this  respect  Flavian  -  although  not  fully  appreciating  the  usage  of 
the  term  `nature'  in  Cyril  -  is  orthodox  since  for  him  Christ  is  out  of  and  in  two  ousiai 
and  at  the  same  time  one  prosopon  or  hypostasis.  Given  his  understanding  of  nature  as 
meaning  ousia,  had  he  said  that  in  Christ  there  was  one  nature  he  would  have  fallen  into 
the  heresy  of  Eutyches  317 
"'  There  is  a  variation  of  Flavian's  Confession  which  reads  'in  two  natures'.  Bindley,  p.  161.  Could  this 
be  the  result  of  interpolation  (as  Bindley  suggests)  in  order  that  the  text  conforms  with  the  Chalcedonian 
definition?  In  any  case  it  seems  to  us  that  the  meaning  is  the  same. 
"'  Krlpvrropsv  rdv  xüptov  rjpa7v  1r7aot  v  Xptoröv,  'rpd  aiavvwv  pay  ex  i9coü'rarpds  dvdpXws 
ysvvgOEvra  xard  rdv  t9e  rrlra  Ear  eaZarwv  Se  rwv  rjpeprv`v  rdv  avrdv  St  4, uä;  Kai  Std  rrjv 
rjperepav  awrrlp{av  ex  Mapfaq  rrjs  zapNvov  xard  rdv  dvi9povn6rrlra,  L9.  -,  6v  riAelov  Kai' 
ävOpmzov  rEAetov  röv  atird  v  Ev  'rpoa2rjyiet  yrv  it  2oytxr7S  Kai  aa;  paros,  öpooüatov  rq 
2rarpi  xarä  rrjv  L9e6rrlra  xai  öpooüctov  rf  pgrpi  röv  a6rov  xard  rdv  a'vOptvirörrlra.  ACO 
II,  1,1,  p.  35. 
"s  Kai  piav  ph'  roil  Oeoü  2öyov  cöaty,  aeaapxtvpsvgv  pivrot  Kai  EvavOpw;  r#aacav  Aevely 
ovx  dpvovpsßa  Std  rö  Eý  dpgoiv  Eva  Kai  rov  avrdv  elvat  xüptov  rjpJv  hrhovtiv  rdv 
Xptardv  ACO  II,  1,1,  p.  35. 
96  Romanides,  'St.  Cyril's',  pp.  97-99.  This  is  how  the  `one  nature'  formula  will  be  interpreted  by  the  so 
called'neo-Chalcedonians'.  See  Part  Two. 
3"  Romanides,  'St.  Cyril's',  p.  100. 79 
Similar  was  the  doctrine  of  another  influential  member  of  the  Home  Synod,  Basil 
of  Seleuceia.  The  latter  was  clearly  in  favour  of  the  `two  natures  after  the  union'  and  at 
the  same  time  at  one  with  Cyril  as  regards  the  person  of  Christ.  He  confessed  Christ, 
`the  Son  of  God,  the  only  begotten,  the  God-Logos'  as  being 
acknowledged  in  two  natures  after  the  union,  [that  is]  perfect  divinity  and 
perfect  humanity;  the  former  he  had  from  the  Father  before  all  ages,  the  latter 
from  the  mother  according  to  the  flesh,  which  [flesh]  the  self-same  united  to 
Himself  according  to  the  hypostasis  and  [thus]  the  Son  of  God  became  Son  of 
man'.  18 
What  Basil  said  to  Eutyches,  in  examining  his  doctrine,  shows  very  clearly  that 
he,  like  Flavian,  understood  nature  as  ousia.  Basil  told  the  Archimandrite  that  if  he 
confessed  one  nature  after  the  union  without  any  qualification  (d;  ro2sAvpEvwv)  then  he 
taught  confusion  and  mingling.  But,  if  he  added  `incarnate  and  made  man'  to  the  `one 
nature'  and  understood  it  like  Cyril  had  done  then  he  was  orthodox.  "'  Obviously  here 
again,  `incarnate  and  made  man'  indicate  Christ's  second  nature,  his  humanity. 
Despite  this  critical  difference  in  understanding  the  `one  nature'  formula,  Flavian 
and  the  Home  Synod  intended  to  be  Cyrillian,  seeing  no  contradiction  between  Cyril's 
`one  physis'  and  the  doctrine  of  `two  natures  after  the  union'  as  well  as  between  the 
Twelve  Chapters  and  the  Formulary  of  Reunion  or  the  other  writings  of  Cyril.  Speaking 
on  behalf  of  all  present,  Basil  declared:  `we  therefore  accept  everything  [italics  are 
mine]  which  was  written  and  sent  by  Cyril  as  being  true  and  full  of  piety  and  worship, 
our  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ  being  acknowledged  in  two  natures.  320 
2.8  THE  TOME  OF  LEO 
As  a  result  of  Eutyches'  appeal  to  Rome  a  correspondence  between  Flavian  and  Leo 
took  place.  Flavian  wrote  two  letters  to  Leo  justifying  his  actions  at  the  Home  Synod  32' 
The  delayed  arrival  of  Flavian's  first  letter,  was  the  reason  why  the  Pope  did  not 
initially  realise  the  seriousness  of  Eutyches'  aberration.  Having  known  only  the  latter's 
version  of  the  events,  the  Pope  expressed  his  concern  that  the  Archimandrite  might  have 
been  unfairly  treated.  However,  when  he  received  Flavian's  letters  Leo  replied  with  his 
"a  ev  Süo  960-60-1v  yvwptcöpevov  perä  rd  v  Fvwoiv,  O'eörrrrt  reieicr  xai  dOpmirorrrn  zeAefcr 
-rdv  piv  ydp  d  ev  ix  rarpds  rpoazdvcov,  rd  v  5'Ex  riq  xard  adpxa  pi  rp6;  Aa/3wv  6  aürds 
, 
fv&aev  Eavrq  xat9'vezoaraciv  Kai  xe%p77pdrzxev  6  vcöS  rov  &eoü  ütös  dvopoiitrov.  ACO  11, 
1,1,  p.  93. 
"9  Loc.  cit. 
320  ACO  11,1,1,  p.  117. 
321  ACO  II,  1,1,  pp.  36-37;  38-40. 80 
famous  Tomus  ad  Flavianum3n  -  also  known  as  the  Epistola  Dogmatica  -  in  which 
he  clearly  condemned  the  Eutychian  Monophysitism  and  expounded  the  teaching  of  the 
Roman  Church  on  the  general  issue  of  the  union  of  the  natures  in  Christ.  This  letter  was 
to  play  a  major  part  in  the  following  theological  developments.  Its  significance  lies  in 
the  fact  that  it  made  clear  what  the  great  Cappadocians  and  Cyril  had  taught  somehow 
ambiguously:  the  existence  of  two  natures  in  the  one  person  of  Christ  after  the  union. 
Christ  is  perfect  in  his  humanity  and  in  his  divinity  which  have  been  united  without 
losing  their  own  properties.  Each  nature  despite  its  integrity  acts  in  communion  with  the 
other  (`communion  of  the  idioms').  However,  the  degree  of  independence  that  Leo 
assigns  to  each  nature  and  moreover  the  very  fact  that  he  prefers  the  term  natura  - 
instead  of  the  established  in  the  West  term  `substantia'  -  which  in  the  Alexandrian 
vocabulary  meant  not  ousia  but  hypostasis,  gave  to  many  the  impression  that  his 
christology  came  dangerously  close  to  Nestorianism.  The  controversial  passages  are  the 
following  three: 
Original  Latin  Text 
a)  et  ad  resolvendum  conditionis 
nostrae  debitum  natura  inviolabilis 
naturae  est  unita  passibili,  ut,  quod 
nostris  remediis  congruebat,  unus 
atque  idem  mediator  Dei  et 
hominum,  homo  Jesus  Christus,  et 
mori  posset  ex  uno  et  mori  non 
posset  ex  altero.  37 
Translation 
a)  `...  and  to  pay  the  debt  of  our 
condition  the  inviolable  nature  was 
united  to  a  passible  nature;  so  that,  as 
was  necessary  for  our  healing,  there 
was  one  and  the  same  "Mediator 
between  God  and  men,  the  man 
Jesus  Christ,  "  who  was  capable  of 
death  in  one  nature  and  incapable  of 
it  in  the  other.  '324 
b)  Agit  enim  utraque  forma  cum 
alterius  communione  quodproprium 
est;  Verbo  scilicet  operante  quod 
Verbi  est,  et  carne  exsequente  quod 
carnis  est.  Unum  horum  coruscat 
miraculis,  aliud  succumbit  iniuriis.  "' 
and 
b)  `For  each  nature  performs  what  is 
proper  to  itself  in  communion  with 
the  other;  the  Word,  that  is, 
performing  what  is  proper  to  the 
Word,  and  the  flesh  carrying  out 
what  is  proper  to  the  flesh.  The  one 
of  these  is  brilliant  with  miracles,  the 
other  succumbs  to  injuries.  026 
and 
322  PL  54,755-782;  ACO  it,  2,1,  pp.  10-20.  Latin  text  and  English  translation  in  Bindley,  pp.  168-173  and 
224-231. 
3'  Bindley,  p.  169. 
12'  Ibid.,  p.  226. 
'u  Ibid.,  p.  170. 
326  Ibid.,  p.  227. 81 
c)  Quamvis  enim  in  Domino  Jesu 
Christo  Dei  et  hominis  una  persona 
sit,  aliud  tarnen  est  unde  in  utroque 
communis  est  contumelia,  aliud  unde 
communis  est  gloria.  De  nostro  enim 
illi  est  minor  Patre  humanitas;  de 
Patre  illi  est  aequalis  cum  Patre 
divinitas327 
c)  `For  although  in  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  there  is  One  Person  of  God 
and  man,  yet  that  whence  the 
suffering  is  common  to  both  is  one 
thing,  and  that  whence  the  glory  is 
common  to  both  is  another;  for  from 
us  he  has  the  Humanity  inferior  to 
the  Father,  and  from  the  Father  he 
has  the  Divinity  equal  to  the 
Father.  1328 
Commenting  on  the  Tome  Harnack  says  that  `in  Leo's  view  the  "Person"  is  no  longer 
entirely  the  one  subject  with  two  "properties",  but  the  union  of  two  hypostatic 
natures'.  29 
We  will  confine  ourselves  to  saying  that  the  pro-Antiochene  bias  of  the  Tome 
should  not  be  exaggerated.  First  of  all  one  should  always  have  in  mind  that  Leo's  letter 
was  written  for  a  very  particular  purpose:  to  combat  the  Eutychian  heresy,  i.  e.  the  denial 
of  the  reality  of  Christ's  humanity.  Just  as  Cyril,  in  fighting  Nestorianism  ran  the  danger 
of  sounding  Apollinarian,  so  Leo  in  fighting  the  opposite  heresy  might  sound 
`Nestorian'.  Yet,  a  careful  reading  of  the  Tome  shows  that  Leo  did  not  compromise 
Cyril's  basic  tenets,  still  less  had  a  Nestorian  tendency.  As  we  have  noticed,  at  the  heart 
of  Cyril's  teaching  were  the  doctrines  of  the  `double  birth'  and  `double 
consubstantiality'  of  the  Logos  which  the  Patriarch  expressed  through  the  theopaschite 
language  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas.  Leo  proclaims  the  very  same  doctrines  with 
amazing  clarity: 
327  Ibid.,  p.  171. 
328  Ibid.,  p.  228 
321  Harnack,  pp.  205-6. 82 
Latin  Oriinal 
... 
idem  vero  sempiterni  Genitoris 
unigenitus  sempiternus  natus  est  de 
Spiritu  sancto  et  Maria  virgine. 
Quae  nativitas  temporalis  illi 
nativitati  divinae  et  sempiternae 
nihil  minuit,  nihil  contulit,  sed  totam 
se  reparando  homini,  qui  erat 
deceptus,  impendit,  ut  et  mortem 
vinceret  et  diabolum,  qui  mortis 
habebat  Imperium,  sua  virtute 
destrueret33o 
And  then: 
In  integra  ergo  veri  hominis 
perfectaque  natura  verus  natus  est 
Deus,  totus  in  suis,  totus  in  nostris.  332 
Translation 
,...  But  the  Self-same  [Logos],  who 
was  the  Only-begotten  and 
Everlasting  One  of  the  Everlasting 
Parent,  was  born  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
and  the  Virgin  Mary.  And  this  birth 
in  time  takes  away  nothing  from  that 
divine  and  eternal  birth,  nor  does  it 
add  anything  to  it,  but  it  is  entirely 
concerned  with  the  reparation  of  man 
who  had  been  deceived,  so  that  it 
might  both  conquer  death  and  by  its 
own  power  destroy  the  devil,  who 
held  the  sovereignty  of  death331 
And  then: 
`In  the  complete  and  perfect  nature, 
therefore,  of  very  man,  very  God  was 
born  -  complete  in  what  belonged 
to  Him,  complete  in  what  belonged 
to  USA 
333 
We  have  seen  that,  in  Cyril's  mind,  anyone  who  would  identify  Christ  with  the 
Logos  ('the  Self-same')  cannot  be  a  Nestorian.  Leo's  faith  is  perfectly  clear  on  that: 
Latin  Original 
Proinde  qui  mavens 
fecit  hominem,  idem 
factus  est  homo.  33a 
Translation 
in  forma  Dei  He  who,  remaining  in  the  "form  of 
in  forma  servi  God",  made  man  was  the  Same  who 
was  made  man  in  the  "from  of  a 
servant  335 
Qui  enim  verus  est  Deus,  idem  verus 
est  homo.  36 
Unus  enim  idemque  est,  quod  saepe 
dicendum  est,  vere  Dei  Filius  et  vere 
hominis  Filius.  Deus  per  id  quod  `in 
principio  eras  Verbum,  et  Verbum 
erat  apud  Deum,  et  Deus  erat 
Verbum;  'homo  per  id  quod  'Verbum 
caro  factum  est,  et  habitavit  in 
30  Bindley,  p.  168. 
"'  Ibid.,  pp.  224-225. 
332  Ibid.,  p.  169. 
"'  Ibid.,  p.  226. 
"'  Ibid.,  p.  170. 
"s  Ibid.,  p.  226. 
336  Ibid.,  p.  170. 
337  Ibid.,  p.  227. 
For  the  Self-same  who  is  very  God  is 
also  very  Man33' 
For  he  is  One  and  the  Same  -a  fact 
which  we  must  often  insist  upon  - 
truly  the  Son  of  God,  and  truly  the 
Son  of  Man.  God,  inasmuch  as  `In 
the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the 
Word  was  with  God  and  the  Word 
was  God';  Man,  inasmuch  as  `The 83 
nobis.  '338  Word  was  made  Flesh  and  dwelt 
among  US  339 
Another  very  `Cyrillian'  doctrine,  that  of  the  Logos'  appropriation  of  the  human 
nature  is  also  asserted  by  Leo:  Non  enim  Superare  possemus  peccati  et  mortis  auctorem, 
nisi  naturam  ille  susciperet  et  suam  faceret.  3ao  ('  For  we  should  not  have  been  able  to 
overcome  the  author  of  sin  and  death  had  he  not  taken  our  own  nature  and  made  it  his 
own'). 
In  Chapter  V  of  his  Tome  Leo  is  little  short  of  teaching  exactly  what  Cyril  taught 
in  his  Twelfth  Anathema: 
Latin  Original 
Propter  hanc  ergo  unitatem 
personae  in  utraque  natura 
intelligendam  et  Filius  hominis 
legitur  descendisse  de  caelo,  cum 
Filius  Dei  carnem  de  ea  virgine,  de 
qua  est  natus,  assumpserit,  et  rursus 
Filius  Del  crucifixus  dicitur  ac 
sepultus,  cum  haec  non  in  divinitate 
ipsa,  qua  Unigenitus  consempiternus 
et  consubstantialis  est  Patri,  sed  in 
naturae  humanae  sit  infirmitate 
perpessus.  Unde  unigenitum  Filium 
Dei  crucifixum  et  sepultum  omnes 
etiam  in  Symbolo  confitemur 
secundum  illud  apostoli:  'Si  enim 
cognovissent,  numquam  Dominum 
maiestatis  crucifixissent.  '341 
Translation 
`It  is  on  account  of  this  Unity  of 
Person  which  is  to  be  understood  as 
existing  in  both  the  Natures  that,  on 
the  one  hand,  the  Son  of  Man  is  read 
of  as  descending  from  heaven  when 
the  Son  of  God  took  flesh  from  the 
Virgin  from  whom  he  was  born,  and 
on  the  other  hand,  that  the  Son  of 
God  is  said  to  have  been  crucified 
and  buried,  although  he  suffered 
these  things  not  in  his  Godhead 
itself,  in  virtue  of  which  the  Only- 
begotten  is  both  Co-eternal  and  Co- 
essential  with  the  Father,  but  in  the 
weakness  of  the  Human  Nature.  And 
this  is  the  reason  why  we  all  confess, 
too,  in  the  Creed  that  "the  Only- 
begotten  Son  of  God  was  crucified 
and  buried"  in  accordance  with  that 
saying  of  the  Apostle,  "For  had  they 
known  they  would  not  have  crucified 
the  Lord  of  Majesty.  "  [1  Cor.  2.81342 
Although  Leo  stood  by  Theodoret  when  he  was  under  attack  by  the  Alexandrians 
between  449-451,  the  christological  agreement  between  Leo  and  Cyril  shows  that  the 
christology  of  the  Tome  is  not  akin  to  that  of  Theodoret  as  has  been  suggested  343. 
2.9  THE  COUNCIL  OF  EPHESUS  II  (449 
The  decision  of  the  Home  Synod  of  448  with  its  insistence  on  the  dyophysitism  of  the 
Formulary  of  Reunion  did  not  please  Dioscorus.  Along  with  Eutyches  he  worked 
",  Ibid.,  p.  170. 
39  Ibid.,  p.  227. 
340  Ibid.,  p.  168. 
311  Ibid.,  p.  171. 
342  Ibid.,  p.  228. 
"'  E.  g.  Bindley,  p.  162. 84 
successfully  behind  the  stage  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Archimandrite  and  the 
acceptance  of  the  Alexandrian  viewpoint.  Persuaded  by  their  intrigues,  the  Emperor 
Theodosius  decreed  (30  March  449)  that  another  Ecumenical  Council  be  summoned, 
again  in  Ephesus,  to  rectify  what  had  gone  wrong  since  431,  and  especially  to  do  justice 
to  Eutyches.  Leo  too  gave  his  consent.  In  a  letter  which  was  meant  to  be  read  at  the 
council,  the  Pope  asked  for  the  condemnation  of  the  Eutychian  ideas,  but  was  happy  to 
have  Eutyches  reinstated  if  he  renounced  his  error.  "' 
The  `Robber  Council'  (Latrocinium)  of  Ephesus  (449)  as  it  came  to  be  called,  311 
started  its  business  346  Dioscorus,  contrary  to  the  canons,  was  given  the  presidency.  347  He 
and  his  party  easily  imposed  their  will  on  the  rest  of  the  participants.  Firstly  Eutyches' 
case  was  examined.  He  presented  a  `Confession  of  Faith'  in  which  he  declared  his 
adhesion  to  the  faith  of  Nicaea,  Cyril  and  Ephesus  I  especially  pointed  to  the  provision 
of  the  latter  that  nothing  should  be  added  to  or  taken  away  from  the  creed  of  Nicaea.  348. 
This  confession  was  regarded  satisfactory  and  Eutyches  was  reinstated.  The  council 
reaffirmed  the  formula  `one  nature  of  the  Logos  incarnate  and  made  man' 
(aeaapxwpEvq  icai  hvavr9po»ujoaoa)  and  deposed  the  `innovators'  Flavian,  349 
Eusebius  of  Dorylaeum,  3s0  Domnus  of  Antioch'351  Theodoret  of  Cyrus352  and  Ibas  of 
Edessa.  353.  The  last  two  were  not  summoned  to  the  Council  but  this  did  not  deter  their 
angry  opponents  from  condemning  them  3sa  In  the  case  of  Ibas,  in  particular,  the  fury  of 
Dioscorus'  followers  was  such  that  on  hearing  the  letter  to  Maris,  which  was  read  at  the 
30  ACO  II,  1,1,  pp.  43-44. 
"s  This  name  was  given  to  Ephesus  II  by  Pope  Leo  in  his  Letter  to  the  Empress  Pulcheria  (  `non 
iudicium,  sed  latrocinium').  ACO  11.4,  p.  51,4. 
946  The  main  part  of  the  minutes  in  ACO  ii,  1,1,  pp.  68-101.  The  Syriac  text  with  German  translation  in  J. 
Flemming,  ed.,  Akten  der  Ephesinischen  Synode  von  449  (Berlin:  1917).  Engl.  tr.  (from  the  Syriac)  in  S. 
G.  F.  Perry,  The  Second  Council  of  Ephesus  (Dartford,  1881).  A  synopsis  of  the  minutes  is  extant  in 
Latin:  Breviculus  Historiae  eutychianistarum,  PL  58,929ff. 
"'  Evagrius  tells  us  that  that  was  the  result  of  the  intrigues  of  Eutyches'  friend  Chrysaphius,  an  influential 
eunuch  in  Theodosius'  court,  out  of  animosity  against  Flavian  who,  according  to  the  canons,  should  have 
presided  over  the  council.  HE,  1,10.  However,  a  fair  objection  to  this  allegation  is  that  according  to  the 
imperial  edict  (ibid.  )  the  council's  objective  was  to  examine  the  lawfulness  of  the  judgment  that  Flavian's 
Home  Synod  had  passed  on  Eutyches  and,  therefore  Flavian  could  not  be  a  judge  himself,  let  alone  the 
president  of  the  council. 
Sae  ACO  it,  1,1,  pp.  90-91. 
149  Mansi  VI,  908. 
3so  Loc.  cit 
351  Perry,  pp.  356ff. 
352  Ibid.,  p.  257. 
3￿  Ibid.,  pp.  134. 
's'  The  Emperor  Theodosius  had  suggested  that  Theodoret  should  not  be  present  at  the  council.  ACO  IT,  1, 
1,  p.  69. 85 
council,  they  burst  into  shouts  such  as  these:  `Let  Ibas  be  burnt  in  the  middle  of  the  city 
of  Antioch 
... 
let  him  be  burnt  along  with  Nestorius.  '355 
As  Dioscorus  later  emphasised  at  Chalcedon,  Ephesus  II  did  not  intend  to 
proclaim  a  new  definition  but  to  reaffirm  the  faith  of  Nicaea.  356  Obviously  for  Dioscorus 
and  his  followers  the  Home  Synod  (448),  by  decreeing  `two  natures  after  the  union',  had 
introduced  a  new  faith  and  thus  violated  the  provision  of  Ephesus  I  that  no  creed  should 
be  added  to  that  of  Nicaea.  Dioscorus  justified  the  deposition  of  Flavian  and  Eusebius  of 
Dorylaeum  on  this  very  canon  of  Ephesus  I  which  provided  that  if  a  bishop  introduced  a 
new  creed  he  should  be  deposed.  35'  It  seems  then  that,  by  reinstating  Eutyches, 
Dioscorus  meant  more  to  abolish  the  `novelty'  of  448,  than  to  confirm  the  ill  thought- 
out  faith  of  the  Archimandrite. 
Those  offended  by  the  decisions  of  the  council  of  449  accused  Dioscorus  -  as  it 
will  be  shown  after  three  years  in  Chalcedon  -  for  serious  irregularities  in  the  course  of 
the  Council,  not  least  the  use  of  force.  These  allegations,  it  should  be  noted,  emerged  at 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon  and,  of  course,  are  not  recorded  in  the  minutes  of  Ephesus  II. 
If  and  to  what  extent  Dioscorus  used  unlawful  practices  to  have  his  line  sanctioned 
cannot  be  attested.  On  the  contrary,  when  one  examines  the  minutes  one  has  to  agree 
with  A.  Harnack  that  `as  regards  its  proceedings  the  Council  does  not  compare 
unfavourably  with  other  Councils'.  "'  It  is  true  that  given  the  composition  of  the  council, 
Dioscorus  would  hardly  need  any  force  to  impose  his  will.  "' 
The  main  issue  here  is  why  Dioscorus  vindicated  Eutyches.  As  it  will  be  shown 
clearly  at  Chalcedon  the  Alexandrian  did  not  share  Eutyches'  confused  doctrine.  This  is 
also  the  case  with  the  majority  of  the  Egyptians.  When  they  heard  Basil  of  Seleuceia 
saying  that  the  `one  nature'  formula  by  itself  could  mean  confusion  and  mingling  in  a 
Eutychian  fashion,  they  complained  strongly.  But  they  agreed  with  him  when  he 
explained  that  the  same  formula  was  orthodox,  when  qualified  as  by  Cyril  -  i.  e.  in  a 
way  that  safeguards  Christ's  perfect  humanity  360 
355  Perry,  pp.  124ff. 
356  ACO  11,1,1,  pp.  189-190. 
357  ACO  II,  1,1,  p.  191. 
358  History  Iv,  p.  208. 
359  Contrary  to  the  usual-negative-way  Ephesus  II  is  seen  Harnack  maintains  that  the  irregularities  of 
the  Council  were  surpassed  in  malice  by  the  `calumnies  spread  regarding  it  on  the  part  of  those  who  two 
years  later  had  to  extenuate  their  dastardly  treachery...  That  Flavian  was  trampled  on  and  left  half  dead  is 
anything  but  certain,  and  a  Council  which  more  than  any  other  gave  expression  to  the  tradition  of  the 
religious  feeling  of  the  time  and  to  what  it  considered  of  vital  importance,  does  not  deserve  the  name 
"Robber-Council".  Ibid.,  p.  210. 
360  ACO  11,1,1,  p.  93. 86 
Ephesus  II  seemed  to  have  been  another  triumph  for  Alexandria,  and  Dioscorus 
must  have  felt  that  he  had  repeated  the  victory  of  his  predecessor  Cyril.  He  was  to  be 
proved  wrong  very  soon.  Not  only  was  Dioscorus  obviously  lacking  Cyril's  theological 
and  political  skills,  but  also  the  political  and  ecclesiastical  circumstances  were  not 
favourable.  This  time  he  could  not  even  count  on  Rome,  Alexandria's  traditional  ally; 
Leo  had  no  reason  to  be  happy  with  what  had  happened  at  Ephesus  II.  Later  on,  while 
on  his  way  to  Chalcedon  Dioscorus  exacerbated  the  situation  by  excommunicating  Leo 
on  the  grounds  that  he  had  taught  Ncstorianism  through  his  Tome  36' 
361  Mansi  VI,  1009. 87 
CHAPTER  III 
THE  CHRISTOLOGY  OF  THE  THREE  CHAPTERS 
As  we  have  already  mentioned  the  main  task  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  was  to 
judge  the  Three  Chapters,  namely  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  (his 
anti-Cyrillian  writings)  and  Ibas  of  Edessa  (his  letter  to  Maris).  Justinian  and  many 
others  in  the  East  -  certainly  the  Monophysites-considered  the  teaching  of  the  three 
theologians  as  Nestorian.  The  fact  that  their  rehabilitation  at  Chalcedon  (as  we  shall  in 
the  next  chapter)  was  seen  by  the  Monophysites  as  an  evidence  of  its  `nestorian' 
leanings  must  have  played  a  significant  role  in.  Justinian's  decision  to  ask  for  their 
condemnation.  Furthermore,  their  christological  outlook  was  still  popular  in  some 
Chalcedonian  circles.  For  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council,  such  an  interpretation  of 
Chalcedon  was  a  distortion  of  the  doctrine  of  Chalcedon  and  so  they  condemned  it.  It  is 
then  obvious  that  a  brief  examination  of  the  ideas  of  the  Three  Chapters  with  special 
emphasis  on  the  points  that  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council  took  issue  with  is  necessary. 
3.1  THEODORE  OF  MOPSUESTIA 
Theodore  was  a  great  exponent  of  the  Nicene  theology  and  struggled  for  the  acceptance 
of  its  Creed.  Like  all  Antiochenes,  he  fought  the  Arians  and  Apollinarius  who 
undervalued  Christ's  human  nature.  This  is  why  Theodore  stressed  the  truth  of  the 
reality  of  Christ's  humanity.  In  Christ,  alongside  the  Logos'  divinity,  Theodore  wanted 
to  secure  the  existence  of  the  perfect  man,  Jesus.  So  in  his  Commentary  on  the  Nicene 
Creed  he  writes: 
Our  blessed  Fathers  said  that  he  became  incarnate  so  that  you  might 
understand  that  He  assumed  a  complete  man,  who  was  man  not  only  in 
appearance  but  a  man  in  a  true  human  nature,  and  that  you  might  believe  that 
He  assumed  not  only  the  body  but  the  whole  man  who  is  composed  of  a  body 
and  of  an  immortal  and  rational  soul  362 
Theodore  was  clearly  not  an  exponent  of  the  Alexandrian  literal  interpretation  of 
the  phrase  `the  Logos  became  flesh'.  Such  an  interpretation,  he  believes,  implies  that  the 
Logos  turned  into  flesh.  For  Theodore,  the  Logos  `became  flesh'  only  `seemingly' 
(Kazä  -rd  SoxEäv).  What  really  happened  was  that  the  Logos  `assumed'  flesh  363  This 
flesh  was  a  complete  man,  the  `assumed  man,  '  (ö  Aapßavopsvoc)  the  `one  from 
'62  Ed.  and  tr.  by  A.  Mingana,  Woodbrooke  Studies  v  (Cambridge:  1932),  p.  60. 
363  De  incarnation,  PG  66,981CD. 88 
David's  seed'.  The  Logos  was  united  with  this  man  at  the  moment  of  his  `formation'  in 
Mary's  womb36a  and  made  him  his  `temple',  a  favourite  Antiochene  expression  365 
To  describe  the  manner  of  the  incarnation  Theodore  used  a  notion  that  alarmed  the 
Alexandrians.  For  him  the  union  consisted  in  God's  `dwelling'  (svoIia  crts)366  in  the 
`assumed  man'.  As  we  see  in  the  Scriptures,  says  Theodore,  God  dwells  in  those  who 
please  him  by  their  virtuous  life  (e.  g.  prophets,  apostles).  However,  his  `dwelling'  in 
Christ  is  of  a  different,  far  greater  kind;  God  dwelt  in  him  `as  in  Son'  (a  q  Ev  viq))  367 
What  is  special  about  this  kind  of  `indwelling'  is  that  through  it  God  enabled  the 
`assumed  man'  to  partake  in  all  the  `honour'  (zt  q)  that  by  nature  belongs  to  the  Son 
who  now  dwells  in  Christ,  i.  e.  the  Logos.  This  happens  because  the  `assumed  man' 
meets  with  the  Logos  in  the  one  prosopon  of  Christ  368 
This  one  prosopon  of  Christ  is  the  result  of  the  coming  together  of  two  perfect 
physes,  the  divine  and  the  human.  In  Theodore's  christology  physis  and  ousia  are 
synonymous.  So  in  Christ  there  are  two  physes  or  ousiai  which,  in  spite  of  the  union, 
remain  in  their  own  limits  distinct  (Btaxexptg6vat)  and  undissolved  (d(51a2t$  wo  ). 
However,  in  Theodore's  thought  a  complete  physis  is  also  a  hypostasis.  A 
hypostasis,  in  turn,  has  to  have  its  own  prosopon.  Therefore,  each  of  the  two  physes, 
when  considered  separately,  possesses  its  own  prosopon.  Yet,  when  the  `conjunction' 
(ovvdipeta)  is  considered  then  Christ  is  one  prosopon.  In  his  words: 
When  we  try  to  distinguish  the  natures,  we  confess  that  the  nature  of  the  God- 
Logos  is  perfect  and  perfect  is  the  prosopon.  For  we  cannot  say  that  there  is  an 
hypostasis  without  a  prosopon;  [We  confess  that]  perfect  is  the  human  nature 
and  the  person  alike.  But  when  we  consider  the  conjunction  then  we  confess 
one  prosopon  369 
Examining  the  possible  modes  of  `indwelling,  '  Theodore  identifies  three:  a) 
`according  to  ousia'  (ozoiq),  b)  `according  to  energy'  (Evepysicr)37°  and  c)  `according 
to  good  will'  (svSoKIcx).  A  union  `according  to  ousia'  should  be  rejected  for  many 
"  Ibid.,  PG  66,976D. 
...  Contra  Apollinarium,  PG  66,997B. 
366  De  Incarnatione,  PG  66,972BCD; 
367  Ibid.,  PG  66,976B. 
368  Ti  Se  EQrt  zd  reis  Ev  Ylq7;  "(2o*.  '  EvotKrjvas,  öAov  pay  Eavzgi  röv  .  iapßavöpevov  ?I  VW  0,66  V, 
rrapewceüaoe  SE  a6riv  ovpperao  eiv  aürtii  horn  q  rrjs  rtpr7s,  ýq  avröq  ö  Evottco  v  floc  trio 
cptivst  perCzel  ws  avvre2eiv  pay  et;  ev  irpöow»rov.  Ibid.,  PG  66,976BC. 
369  Ibid.,  PG  66,981B. 
"o  In  line  with  the  rest  of  the  fathers  Theodore  distinguishes  in  God  the  divine  nature  or  ousia  from  the 
divine  `energy'  (evepyeta).  Divine  ousia  is God's  being  in  Himself,  which  is  absolutely  inaccessible  to 
all  created  beings,  whereas  divine  energy  is  God's  being  in  his  manifestation  towards  his  creation  and 
particular  towards  human  beings.  Man  according  to  the  Eastern  patristic  tradition  can  partake  in  the 
divine  being  by  communicating  with  God's  energy  which  fills  the  universe. 89 
reasons.  Firstly,  it  leads  to  confusion.  "'  Secondly,  God  could  not  dwell  in  Jesus 
`according  to  ousia'  for  that  would  mean  his  restriction  within  the  limits  of  created 
flesh,  thereby  undermining  his  omnipresence.  God,  says  Theodore,  dwells  only  in  those 
holy  men  whom  he  chooses,  not  in  everybody.  But  if  this  is  the  case,  then  God's  ousia  is 
not  present  in  everyone,  which  obviously  undermines  his  omnipresence  372  In  fact,  a 
union  `according  to  ousia'  is  impossible  because  God  cannot  unite  himself  to  things  not 
consubstantial  with  him  ('the  reason  of  the  union  according  to  essence  is  true  only  in  the 
case  of  consubstantials,  but  in  the  case  of  things  not  consubstantial  it  is  not 
applicable')?  "  Thus  the  nature  of  the  man  Christ  as  that  of  a  created  being  cannot 
communicate  with  the  uncreated  nature  of  the  God-Logos.  If  it  could,  then  the  Logos 
would  cease  to  be  omnipresent  as  he  would  be  contained  in  a  finite  created  being. 
Theodore  also  rejects  the  union  `according  to  energy'.  God  acts  in  the  world  and 
sustains  it  by  his  `energy'.  If  he  dwelled  in  a  being  `according  to  energy,  '  that  would 
limit  his  ability  to  act  in  every  place  and  at  any  time  3'a 
The  only  mode  of  `indwelling'  which  preserves  both  God's  omnipresence  and 
omnipotence  is  the  one  `according  to  good  will'.  Theodore  gives  the  definition  of  `good 
will':  it  is  God's  highest  will  towards  those  who  please  him  by  their  godly  zeal.  "'  By 
`good  will'  God  can  be  at  the  same  time  `close'  to  those  who  are  worthy  of  it,  `far  away' 
from  sinners,  and  (by  ousia  and  energy)  everywhere. 
As  a  result  of  the  union  or  `indwelling'  `according  to  good  will,  '  in  Christ  there  is 
one  `name,  '  `will,  '  `energy'  and  `authority'.  However,  this  is  not  because  of  the 
formation  of  one  indivisible  subject,  but  because  the  two  independent  natures  share  one 
common  `name'  (rq  ri7q  61wvvvpias  Aöyc)). 
In  Theodore's  thought  acts  done  by  will  are  morally  superior  to  acts  done  by 
nature.  37'  This  is  because  whatever  is  done  by  nature  is  not  done  freely  but  out  of 
necessity  (dväyxg).  As  opposed  to  the  union  of  the  three  persons  of  the  trinity  who  are 
united  by  nature,  God's  union  with  or  `dwelling'  in  his  creatures  is  an  act  of  his  free 
will.  Theodore  is  keen  to  emphasise  that  in  `economy'  God  does  not  act  by  necessity: 
371  Epistula  ad  Domnum,  PG  66,1013A. 
32  De  incarnation,  PG  66,972BCD. 
"'  Epistula  ad  Domnum,  PG  66,1013A. 
"`  Ibid.,  PG  66,1013D-1013A. 
35  De  incarnation,  PG  66,973A. 
36  According  to  Romanides,  an  explanation  to  this  may  be  the  fact  that  in  the  Hellenistic  philosophical 
environment  of  Syria  there  was  developed  a  tradition  witch  tried  to  overcome  determinism  (philosophical 
or  cosmological)  by  emphasizing  the  moral  superiority  of  acts  done  by  will  over  against  acts  done  by 
nature.  `Highlights,  '  p.  167-168. 90 
For  thus  God's  infinity  is  better  preserved,  when  he  does  not  appear  to  work 
by  some  necessity  on  account  of  the  uncircumscribed  nature.  For  if  he  is 
omnipresent  by  nature,  "'  he  will  again  be  found  working  by  necessity,  no 
longer  being  present  by  opinion,  but  by  the  infinity  of  nature,  and  having  the 
will  following.  "' 
Thus  God's  dwelling  in  Christ  `according  to  good  will'  has  one  more  advantage 
against  the  other  theories:  if  Christ  was  united  with  the  Logos  according  to  essence  or 
energy  that  union  would  have  been  out  of  necessity  and  it  would  not  have  had  any  moral 
merit.  Whereas,  now,  the  God-man,  is  a  result  of  God's  `good  will'  towards  his  chosen 
one  and  of  the  free  response  of  the  latter  whose  moral  freedom  is  thereby  safeguarded. 
God  unites  himself  to  man  freely  and  in  anticipation  of  Christ's  merits.  "'  The  latter,  in 
turn,  freely  accepts  the  gift  he  is  granted  and  responds  supremely  by  achieving 
perfection. 
Theodore  describes  the  union  as  one  of  `co-operation'  (ovvepycta)38°  between 
two  self-existent  subjects.  The  indwelling  Logos  guided  and  eventually  led  the 
`assumed  man'  to  perfection: 
From  the  very  beginning  the  God-Logos  was  in  that  being  (in  ipso  plasmato) 
[the  assumed  man].  Indeed,  he  was  in  it  not  only  when  it  was  raised  to  heaven, 
but  also  when  it  was  resurrected  for,  according  to  his  promise,  it  was  he  who 
resurrected  it.  In  the  same  manner,  he  was  in  it  when  it  was  crucified,  baptised, 
preached  the  gospel  [...  ]  for  it  was  he  who  set  the  plan  as  regards  the 
dispensation  and  it  was  also  he  who  was  leading  it  [the  assumed  man]  to 
perfection.  "' 
Also: 
The  Logos  after  he  had  led  this  assumed  man  to  the  baptism  and  then  to  death 
he  raised  him  from  the  dead  and  ascended  him  to  heaven  and  put  him  on  the 
right  hand  of  God  [...  ].  Therefore,  according  to  his  good  will  the  Logos 
dwelled  in  the  man  and  led  him  to  perfection..  382 
Jesus,  according  to  Theodore,  grew  physically  and  developed  morally  as  any  other 
man.  383  However,  because  of  his  own  desire  for  the  highest  morals,  the  `co-operation'  of 
the  indwelling  Logos,  and  the  help  of  the  Holy  Spirit  the  `assumed  man'  progressed 
"'  Migne's  Greek  text  has  `good  will'  (E6(5oKia)  which  does  not  make  sense.  The  parallel  Latin 
translation  has  `substantia'  which  should  be  the  correct  reading. 
"$  De  incarnatione,  PG  66,973D. 
379  Ibid.,  PG  66,980B. 
380  Ibid.,  PG  66,977B. 
'B'  C.  Apollinarium,  PG  66,994C;  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  45. 
382  Loc.  cit 
383  De  incarnatione,  PG  66,976D-980A. 91 
faster  and  surpassed  all  men.  This  superiority  was  also  due  to  the  fact  that  he  was  born 
not  in  the  natural  way,  but  by  the  holy  Spirit"' 
Indeed,  Jesus  is  presented  in  Theodore's  thought  as  striving  against  and  eventually 
overcoming  sin  to  which  he  was  also  subject  as  a  perfect  human  being.  In  particular, 
Theodore  says  that  Jesus  was  disturbed  by  passions,  not  so  much  those  of  the  body  as 
those  of-the  soul.  However,  he  opposed  those  passions  with  godly  thoughts  and,  with 
the  help  of  the  divinity  which  was  in  him,  subdued  them  385  In  his  struggle  Christ  was 
aided  by  the  holy  Spirit.  Reproaching  Apollinarius'  idea  that  in  Christ  the  Logos 
replaced  the  intellect,  Theodore  writes: 
If  the  Divinity  had  taken  the  place  the  of  the  intellect,  as  they  say,  why  would 
Christ  have  needed  the  concurrence  of  the  Holy  Spirit  for  all  these  [that  He 
performed]?  Of  course,  the  Divinity  of  the  Only-Begotten  did  not  need  the 
Holy  Spirit  for  his  justification.  But  Christ  did  need  the  Spirit  to  defeat  the 
Devil;  did  need  him  to  perform  miracles;  did  need  him  to  know  what  he 
[Christ]  was  going  to  perform;  did  need  the  Spirit  in  order  to  become 
irreproachable  386 
Fighting  the  same  Apollinarian  idea,  Theodore  not  only  does  point  to  the  clear 
distinction  between  divine  and  human  natures  or  subjects  in  Christ  but  also  to  the 
weakness  of  the  latter: 
If  the  Logos  had  taken  the  place  of  the  intellect  in  Christ  -  according  to  what 
you  [Apollinarius]  say  -  then  why  did  he  fear  during  the  Passion?...  Why  did 
he  need  the  coming  and  support  of  the  angel  who  strengthened  his  will,  ... 
persuaded  him  to  endure  courageously  the  hardship,  showed  him 
...  the 
transformation  towards  the  glory  that  would  happen  to  him  after  the 
Passion?  38. 
At  his  Baptism,  Jesus  received  the  `adoption'  and  the  `sonship'  which  he 
participated  in  only  by  grace  and  on  account  of  his  union  with  the  Logos,  who  is  God's 
Son  by  nature  388  At  the  same  time  he  became  the  first  man  to  receive  the  grace  of  the 
Holy  Spirit.  "' 
Eventually  Jesus  was  granted  `moral  perfection'  after  his  death.  Like  us  men,  says 
Theodore,  whose  body  and  soul  will  be  completely  governed  by  the  spirit  only  when  we 
depart  this  life,  Jesus'  `energy'  was  perfectly  identified  with  the  Logos'  only  after  his 
death.  39o 
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However,  even  before  his  death  Christ's  will  was  identified  with  that  of  the 
Logos.  This  is  in  fact  where  the  union  is  realised:  the  identification  of  the  divine  and  the 
human  wills  (ravroßov2ia)  unites  the  energy  or  function  of  the  two  respective  persons 
(rac  rovpyia)  who  consequently  constitute  one  person.  This  kind  of  union,  says 
Theodore  is  the  closest  possible  (J)v  ov359v  tart  ovvacpearcpov)  391  In  his  Ad 
Domnum,  Theodore  writes:  `the  manner  of  union  according  to  good  pleasure  or  will 
preserves  the  natures  unconfused  and  undivided  and  shows  that  there  is  one  person  of 
both  [natures]  and  one  will  and  energy  and  one  authority  and  lordship  that  follows.  '392 
Theodore  is  aware  of  the  criticism  against  him  that  by  acknowledging  the 
existence  of  two  personalised  natures  in  Christ  he  teaches  the  idea  of  `two  Sons'.  His 
reply  is  that  he  proclaims  Christ  to  be  one  Son,  since  the  `division'  of  the  natures  does 
not  affect  the  `union  of  the  prosopon'.  393 
Theodore  does  speak  of  one  prosopon  in  Christ  but  the  question  is  whether  he 
safeguards  that  singleness  with  a  real  union.  This  is  not  sufficiently  done  if  we  judge  by 
the  terms  he  uses  to  describe  the  union:  `indwelling'  (EVOixriotc),  `connection'  or 
`conjunction'  (ovvdcosta),  `correlation'  or  `participation'  (ooEats)  are  terms  which 
relate  to  a  moral  rather  than  a  real  union. 
Moreover,  Theodore's  `prosopic'  union,  as  against  Cyril's  `hypostatic'  one,  gives 
the  impression  of  introducing  two  separate  agents  in  Christ.  Commenting  on  the  eighth 
Psalm  Theodore  asks:  `How  is  it  not  apparent  that  the  Holy  Scripture  teaches  clearly 
that  the  God-Logos  is  one  person  and  the  man  another?  '394  Here,  Theodore  distinguishes 
the  two  natures  by  using  the  antithesis  &poq  and  Erzpos  This  clearly  implies  duality 
of  person  as  the  Greek  pronoun  Erepoq  denotes  a  subsisting  and  independent 
personality.  395  In  his  Contra  Apollinarium,  he  complains  against  those  who  do  not 
distinguish  between  the  `form  of  God'  and  the  `form  of  the  servant,  '  between  the 
`assumed  temple'  and  the  `one  who  dwells  in  the  temple'.  396  It  is  characteristic  that  as  an 
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example  of  how  the  union  resulted  in  one  prosopon  without  abolishing  the  duality  of  the 
natures  Theodore  uses  the  analogy  of  the  union  of  man  and  woman  `in  one  flesh'  397 
The  degree  of  independence  that  Theodore  attributes  to  Christ's  manhood  is 
manifestly  shown  in  the  Commentary  on  John's  Gospel  where  the  `assumed  man' 
(assumptus  homo)  refers  to  himself  by  the  personal  pronoun  `I'  (ego):  Deus  Verbum  qui 
me  assumpsit  sibique  conjunxit,  dat  mihi  cum  fiducia  victoriam  judicii.  Me  enim  semel 
pro  semper  fecit  suum,  quando  assumpsit  me;  atque  evidens  est  eum  me  non 
derelinquere,  ne  temere  agam.  398 
Now  one  can  easily  understand  why  Theodore  would  not  accept  the  Cyrillian 
interpretation  of  the  title  `Theotokos':  `It  is  silly  to  say  that  God  was  born  of  the  Virgin.  ' 
The  Virgin  gave  birth  to  the  one  `from  the  seed  of  David,  '  the  man  who  was  formed 
from  her  essence  by  the  Holy  Spirit.  39'  The  Virgin  can  be  called  Theotokos  only 
metaphorically  (rfj,  dvarpoP4rr).  In  a  proper  sense  and  according  to  nature  (rfj  rpvaet) 
she  is  Anthropotokos: 
On  the  one  hand  she  [Mary]  is  Anthropotokos  according  to  nature,  for  the  one 
who  was  in  her  womb  was  a  man  [...  ]  on  the  other  hand  she  is  Theotokos  for 
God  was  in  the  man  who  was  born.  In  being  in  the  man  God  was  not  limited 
according  to  his  nature,  but  he  was  in  him  in  a  relation  according  to 
[identified]  will  400 
In  essence,  the  controversy  over  the  title  Theotokos  had  to  do  with  the  acceptance 
or  not  of  the  double  consubstantiality  of  Christ.  Nestorius  rejected  the  title  because  he 
never  accepted  that  Christ  was  consubstantial  with  God  as  He  was  with  us.  This  was 
exactly  the  essence  of  the  disagreement  between  Diodore  and  Apollinarius  and  not  the 
question  of  the  soul  of  Christ  or  the  mixture  of  natures  as  is  commonly  believed. 
Diodore  strongly  reacted  to  Apollinarius'  firm  belief  in  Christ's  double 
consubstantiality  and  so  did  Theodore.  Apollinarius'  thesis  that  `Christ  was  by  nature 
God  and  by  nature  man'go'  is  the  main  reason  Theodore  attacks  him  in  his  Contra 
Apollinarium  where  he  wrote: 
How,  then,  do  you  insist  [...  ]  that  we  should  acknowledge  him  who  was  born 
of  the  Virgin  to  be  God  from  God,  consubstantial  with  the  Father,  unless,  at 
the  same  time,  you  command  us  to  impute  his  creation  to  the  Holy  Spirit?  The 
truth  is  that  the  one  who  is  God  and  from  God  and  consubstantial  with  the 
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Father  dwelled  in  the  one  was  born  of  the  Virgin  and  formed  (plasmatus  est) 
by  the  Holy  Spirit  according  to  the  Scriptures  and  had  his  existence  in  the 
womb  of  the  woman  for  as  soon  as  he  was  formed  he  became  the  temple  of 
God.  We  should  not,  therefore,  believe  that  God  was  born  of  the  Virgin  for  in 
that  case  we  would  also  have  to  identify  the  temple  who  was  born  and  the  God 
Logos  who  was  in  the  temple.  Nevertheless  neither  according  to  your 
definition  is  it  at  all  possible  to  proclaim  him  who  was  born  of  the  Virgin  to  be 
God  from  God,  consubstantial  with  the  Father.  For,  if  as  you  say,  the  one  who 
was  born  of  the  Virgin  was  not  an  assumed  man  but  God  incarnate,  how  could 
the  one  who  was  born  be  called  God  from  God  and  consubstantial  with  the 
Father  since  the  flesh  cannot  appropriate  such  an  attribute?  For  it  is  foolishness 
to  say  that  God  was  born  of  the  Virgin  [...  ].  But  it  was  not  the  divine  nature 
who  was  born;  what  was  born  was  the  one  who  was  formed  of  the  essence  of 
the  Virgin.  It  was  not  the  God-Logos  who  was  born;  of  Mary  there  was  born 
the  one  from  the  seed  of  David  [...  ]  He  who  is  consubstantial  with  the  Father 
was  not  born  from  a  womb  but  in  these  last  days  he.  was  formed  in  the  womb 
of  the  mother  by  the  power  of  the  holy  Spirit.  "' 
Theodore's  denial  of  Christ's  double  consubstantiality  makes  one  suspect  that  the 
one  prosopon  effected  by  the  union  that  he  teaches  is  not  the  second  hypostasis  of  the 
Trinity.  This is,  as  we  have  already  seen,  because  God  cannot  be  united  by  nature  to  his 
creatures.  At  this  point  Theodore  is  at  one  with  Nestorius. 
As  we  mentioned  earlier  for  Theodore  the  incarnation  was  not  a  `becoming'  but  an 
`assuming'.  Theodore's  idea  that  the  Logos  could  not  be  changed  into  a  human  being 
was  based  on  his  characteristically  Antiochene  doctrine  of  the  immutability  of  the 
divine  nature.  This  is  certainly  a  basic  Christian  doctrine  but  it  also  relates  to  the 
Hellenistic  idea  that  change  or  mutability  is  evil  and  negative  whereas  changelessness  is 
conducive  to  happiness  and  beatification.  In  Theodore,  immutability  and  impassibility 
are  not  only  properties  of  God,  but  can  be  achieved  by  men  and  in  fact  it  should  be  their 
ultimate  goal.  403  Man  sins  because  he  is  mutable.  In  this  life  he  must  strive  to  become 
impassive  and  immutable  although  he  will  never  achieve  it  fully  until  his  resurrection. 
Then  he  will  be  granted  immutability  of  the  soul  and  immortality  of  the  body  and  enjoy 
eternal  happiness.  This  will  happen  because  he  will  be  participating  in  God's  natural 
immutability. 
The  road  to  achieving  immutability  was  shown  by  Christ  who  was  the  only  one  to 
become  absolutely  immutable.  God  made  Christ  `immortal,  incorruptible  and 
immutable'  after  his  resurrection  "' 
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The  things  that  the  ancients  held  as  figures  and  shadows  came  now  into  reality 
when  Our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  who  was  assumed  from  us  and  for  us  died 
according  to  the  human  law,  and  through  his  Resurrection  became  immortal 
and  for  ever  immutable,  and  as  such  ascended  into  heaven,  as  by  his  union 
with  our  nature  he  became  to  us  an  earnest  of  our  own  participation  in  the 
event  " 
This  is  why  he  is  the  unique  example  of  a  human  being  perfectly  fulfilling  his 
calling.  It  is  very  significant  that  Theodore  attributes  Christ's  achievement  to  the  moral 
struggle  of  his  human  nature.  God  in'the  case  of  Christ  and  in  any  man's  case  only 
blesses  and  rewards  the  effort.  This  is  another  sign  of  how  much  the  Theodorene 
christological  and  soteriological  thinking  was  focused  on  the  human  factor.  Hence  to 
Theodore's  thought  has  been  attributed  the  element  of  `anthropological  maximalism'  as 
opposed  to  the  Alexandrian  `anthropological  minimalism'.  406 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  in  modern  scholarship 
Theodore's  christology  has  sharply  divided  theologians  ever  since  his  condemnation  at 
the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council.  The  opponents  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  at  that 
time,  especially  Facundus  of  Hermiana,  deemed  Theodore's  condemnation  unfair.  They 
accused  Justinian  and  his  supporters  of  presenting  an  unjust  picture  of  Theodore  by 
using  certain  phrases  of  his  isolated  from  their  context  as  evidence  against  him.  07  Yet  as 
the  Fifth  Council  was  subsequently  recognised  as  ecumenical  in  East  and  West  it 
became  customary  to  treat  Theodore  as  the  originator  of  Nestorianism  408  This 
judgement  was  based  mostly  on  the  evidence  presented  at  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council 
as  the  complete  doctrinal  works  of  Theodore's  had  been  lost.  That  was  until  the 
beginning  of  this  century,  when  a  great  discovery  challenged  the  traditional  approach  to 
the  Theodorene  works. 
In  1932  A.  Mingana  published  two  Syriac  versions  of  Theodore's  lost 
Commentaries  on  the  Nicene  Creed,  409  the  Lord's  Prayer,  and  the  Sacraments  of 
Baptism  and  Eucharist  with  English  translation.  410  The  material  contained  in  the 
manuscripts  was  viewed  ý  by  quite  a  few  scholars  as  representing  a  christology 
considerably  different  from  the  one  which  had  been  usually  attributed  to  Theodore  up  to 
aos  Commentary  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  on  the  Lord's  Prayer  and  on  the  Sacraments  of  Baptism  and 
the  Eucharist,  ed.  and  tr.  by  A.  Mingana,  Woodbrooke  Studies  Vi  (Cambridge:  1933),  pp.  19-20. 
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then,  a  fact  which  cast  doubt  on  the  validity  of  his  condemnation  at  the  Fifth  Council.  In 
Mingana's  collection  Theodore  seems  to  proclaim  a  kind  of  real  union  between  the 
natures  in  Christ  and  denounce  the  existence  of  two  distinct  persons.  In  the  light  of  this 
discovery  a  number  of  scholars  took  a  positive  stance  towards  Theodore.  E.  Amann,  in 
two  articles,  argued  that  Theodore  was  not  the  heretic  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  had 
made  him  out  to  be.  His  christology  was  on  the  whole  orthodox  4'  The  defence  of 
Theodore  was  carried  on  by  R.  Devreesse  who  in  a  systematic  study  entitled  Essai  sur 
Theodore  de  Mopsueste412  argued  that  the  condemnation  of  Theodore  was  unfair  since  it 
was  based  on  material  which  had  been  interpolated  by  his  enemies.  A  careful 
comparison  between  the  recently  discovered  complete  texts  and  the  exrepts  that  the 
Fifth  Council  based  its  verdict  upon,  proves  that.  Theodore,  in  Devreesse's  view,  did  not 
teach  Nestorianism.  He  did.  divide  the  natures  very  emphatically  but  at  the  same  time  he 
proclaimed  the  oneness  of  his  subject.  Thus  Theodore  was  in  fundamental  agreement 
with  Chalcedon.  This  view  was  shared  by  M.  Richard.  "' 
Other  scholars,  however,  being  more  critical  of  Theodore's  thought,  contended 
that  there  was  not  enough  reason  to  discard  the  decisions  of  the  Fifth  Council,  and 
produced  evidence  that  it  was  the  Syriac  extracts  that  should  be  considered  with 
cautiona'a  F.  Sullivan  maintained  that 
[...  ]  in  not  a  single  case  the  alleged  forgery,  interpolation,  or  textual  alteration 
remains  as  the  only  possible,  or  indeed  as  the  more  probable  explanation  of 
textual  variants  between  the  hostile  fragments,  and  independent  versions  of 
Theodore's  work.  It  should  be  noticed  that  there  is  not  a  single  case  where  the 
text  of  the  a  hostile  fragment  differs  from  a  reliable  Greek  citation  of  the  same 
passage.  The  case  for  textual  alteration  rests  entirely  on  the  witness  of 
translations:  in  particular,  Syriac  translations  au 
41  `La  doctrine  christologique  de  Theodore  de  Mopsueste  (ä  propos  d'une  publication  recente),  '  Revue 
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The  same  scholar,  although  he  recognised  Theodore's  orthodox  intentions, 
concluded  his  study  with  the  assertion  that  the  bishop  of  Mopsuestia  `was  indeed  what 
he  has  long  been  called:  "the  Father  of  Nestorianism"'  a'6 
Similarly,  MacNamara  finds  Devreesse's  total  rejection  of  the  conciliar  fragments 
unsubstantiated.  '  He  writes: 
Granted  that  there  was  a  spirit  of  animosity  abroad  against  Theodore  at  the 
time  of  the  Council,  yet  the  evidence  produced  is  far  from  sufficient  to  cast 
doubts  on  the  reliability  of  the  extracts  as  a  whole.  Only  in  very  few  fragments 
-  scarcely  more  than  six  out  of  a  total  of  about  forty  dealing  with  his 
Christology  -  has  Devreesse  shown  differences  of  any  consequence  between 
the  text  presented  to  the  Council  and  that  transmitted  to  us  through  other 
channels  and  [...  ]  even  in  these  instances  the  Conciliar  text  does  not 
misrepresent  Theodore's  characteristic  manner  of  expression,  as  it  reveals 
itself  in  those  of  his  works  which  come  down  to  us  in  their  integrity.  41 
Although  it  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  study  to  investigate  fully  if  and  how  much 
Theodore's  works  were  interpolated  for  the  purpose  of  his  condemnation  in  553,  we 
cannot  altogether  shun  the  question.  Given  that  the  critics  of  the  Fifth  Council  consider 
Mingana's  manuscripts  as  a  more  reliable  source  of  Theodore's  thought  it  is  interesting 
to  see  how  they  compare  with  the  text  used  by  the  Fifth  Council.  Mingana  himself  has 
identified  in  the  Syriac  MS  of  Theodore's  The  Nicene  Creed  six  passages  which  were 
used  by  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council.  In  his  preface  the  editor  pointed  out  that,  judging 
from  its  comparison  with  the  Syriac  version,  the  Latin  translation  of  the  original  Greek 
passages  of  Theodore's  work  was  not  always  successful.  Rather  than  attributing  this  to 
interpolation  by  the  Council,  Mingana  assumed  that  it  must  have  been  the  fault  of  the 
official  Latin  translator  of  the  Acts  418  Let  us  compare  the  passages  in  question  in  their 
Latin  and  Mingana  version: 
Constantinople  II 
I.  Sed  Christum  quidem  secundum 
carnem  et  assumptam  serviformam, 
eum  autem  qui  eam  assumpsit,  super 
omnia  nominans  Deum,  intulit 
tarnen  hoc  secundum  conjunctionem 
nominum  naturarum,  manifestam  et 
divisionem  faciat.  Nemo  igitur 
neque  eum  qui  secundum  carnem  ex 
Judaeis  est,  dicat  Deum  qui  est 
super  omnia,  secundum  carnem  ex 
Minim 
I.  [...  ]  but  he  professed  that  the  form 
of  man  which  He  assumed  was 
Christ  in  the  flesh,  and  Him  who 
assumed  that  form  he  called  God 
over  all;  he,  however,  mentioned 
these  two  things  together  in  order  to 
show  the  distinction  found  between 
the  natures.  Nobody  believes  that  He 
who  is  from  the  Jews  according  to 
the  flesh  is  God  by  nature,  nor  that 
416  The  Christology,  p.  288. 
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Judaeis.  God  who  is  above  all  is  from  the 
Jews  by  nature. 
II.  Quando  enim  dicit,  `De  Filio  suo, 
qui  factus  est  ex  semine  David 
secundum  carnem'  [Rom.  1.3] 
certum  quidem  quod  filium  hic  eum 
qui  ex  semine  David  factus  est 
secundum  carnem,  non  Deum  dicit 
Verbum,  sed  assumptam  servi 
formam.  Nec  enim  Deus  secundum 
carnem,  nec  Deus  ex  semine  factus 
est  David,  sed  sumptus  pro  nobis 
homo,  quem  filium  beatus  Apostolus 
manifeste  vocat. 
III.  Deinde  ostendens  cujus  gratia 
passus  est,  diminutionem  infert, 
Quatenus  circa  Deum  pro  omnibus 
gustaret  mortem  [Heb.  2]:  quia, 
divina  natura  ita  volente,,  separata 
illa,  ipse  per  se  pro  omnium  utilitate 
gustavit  mortem;  et  ostendens  quod 
deitas  separata  guidem  erat  ab  illo 
qui,  passus  est  secundum  morits 
experimentum,  quia  nec  possible 
erat  illam  mortis  experimentum 
accipere,  non  tarnen  illi  qui  passus 
est,  abfuerat  secundum  diligentiam. 
IV.  Permanens  autem,  donec 
secundum  suam  creaturam  et 
virtutem  solvens  mortis  dolores, 
liberavit  eum  ineffabilibus  illis 
vinculis,  et  de  mortuis  resuscitans, 
transtutilit  quidem  in  immortalem 
vitam;  incorruptum  autem  et 
immortalem  efficiens,  in  caelum 
duxit. 
V.  Christum  justificatum  et 
immaculatum  factum  virtute  Sancti 
Spiritus,  sicut  beatus  Paulus  modo 
quidem  dicit,  `Quod  justificatus  est 
in  spiritu  [1Tim.  3]:  modo  vero.  ' 
ii.  When  it  says:  `Concerning  His 
Son  who  was  made  of  the  seed  of 
David  according  to  the  flesh,  '  it  is 
evident  that  it  calls  here  Son  the  one 
who  was  made  of  the  seed  of  David 
in  the  flesh  and  not  God  the  Word 
but  the  form  of  the  servant  which 
was  assumed.  Indeed  it  is  not  God 
who  became  flesh  nor  was  it  God 
who  was  made  of  the  seed  of  David 
but  the  man  who  was  assumed  for 
us,  and  it  is  Him  that  blessed  Paul 
clearly  called  Son. 
in.  And  in  order  to  teach  us  why  He 
suffered  and  became  `a  little  lower' 
he  said:  `Apart  from  God  He  tasted 
death  for  every  man.  '  In  this  he 
shows  that  Divine  nature  willed  that 
He  should  taste  death  for  the  benefit 
of  every  man,  and  also  that  the 
Godhead  was  separated  from  the  one 
. 
who  was  suffering  in  the  trial  of 
death,  because  it  was  impossible  for 
Him  to  taste  the  trial  of  death  if  (the 
Godhead)  were  not  cautiously 
remote  from  Him,  but  also  near 
enough  to  do  the  needful  and 
necessary  things  for  the  nature  that 
was  assumed  by  it. 
iv.  [...  ]  but  He  remained  with  him 
until  He  helped  him  to  loose  the 
pains  of  death,  and  He  delivered  his 
soul  from  the  bonds  which  were 
indissoluble;  and  He  raised  him 
from  the  dead  and  transferred  him  to 
immortal  life,  and  made  him 
immortal,  incorruptible  and 
immutable;  and  He  caused  him  to  go 
up  to  heaven  where  he  is  now  sitting 
at  the  right  hand  of  God. 
V.  [...  ]  He  was  justified  and  became 
blameless  by  the  power  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  as  the  blessed  Paul  said:  `He 
was  justified  in  the  Spirit',  and 
again:  `Who  through  the  eternal 99 
Qui  per  Spiritum  aeternum, 
immaculatum  se  obtulit  Deo  [Heb. 
9],  mori  quidem  facit  secundum 
legem  hominum,  utpote  autem 
impeccabilem  virtute  Sancti  Spiritus 
factum,  resuscitavit  de  mortuis,  et 
ad  vitam  constituit  meliorem: 
immutabilem  quidem  animae 
cogitationibus,  incorruptum  autem 
et  indissolutum  et  carnefaciens. 
Spirit  offered  Himself  without  spot 
to  God'.  If  He  suffered  death 
according  to  the  law  of  men, 
because  He  had  no  sin  He  rose  from 
the  dead  by  the  power  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  and  became  worthy  of  a  new 
life  in  which  the  wishes  of  the  soul 
are  immutable,  and  He  made  the 
body  immortal  and  incorruptible. 
vi.  `Deo  autem  gratias,  qu  inobis 
dedit  victoriam  per  Dominum 
nostrum  Jesum  Christum'  [1  Cor. 
15.57];  istorum  causam  fuisse  nobis 
dicens  Deum,  qui  contra  omnes 
adversarios  nobis  dedit  victoriam, 
sive  mortis,  sive  peccati,  sive 
cujuscumque  hinc  nascendi  mali: 
qui  Dominum  nostrum  Jesum 
Christum  pro  nobis  hominem 
sumens,  et  ipsum  per  resurrectionem 
de  mortuis  ad  meliorem  transtulit 
finem,  et  in  dextera  sua  sedere  fecit 
et  nobis  ad  eum  donavit 
communionem. 
vi.  `Who  gave  us  the  victory 
through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  '  This 
shows  that  it  is  God  who  was  for  us 
the  source  of  all  good  things,  and  it 
is  He  who  gave  us  the  victory  over 
all  adversaries,  either  death  or  sin  or 
any  other  evil  born  of  them:  He  who 
for  us  put  on  the  man  our  Lord  Jesus 
and  transferred  Him  through  His 
resurrection  from  the  dead  to  a  new 
life,  and  placed  Him  at  His  right 
hand,  and  gave  us  by  His  grace 
communion  with  Him  [...  ]. 
Although  the  two  texts  do  not  match  word  for  word,  the  ideas  they  convey  are  the 
same.  In  my  view  in  the  last  passage  (vi),  the  Mingana  version  seems  to  prove  the  point 
of  the  Fifth  Council  more  clearly  than  its  own  text  does.  Whereas  in  the  Council's  text 
the  participle  sumens  could  be  understood  as  referring  to  Christ's  Assumption  to 
Heavens  by  the  Father  (to  whom  St.  Paul  naturally  addresses  the  doxology  in  the  quoted 
passage),  Mingana's  `put  on'  leaves  no  doubt  that  by  `the  man  our  Lord  Jesus' 
Theodore  meant  Christ's  human  nature.  Obviously,  in  this  case  `God'  refers  to  the 
Logos.  In  either  case  the  expression  `the  man  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ'  is  indicative  of 
Theodore's  leaning  towards  attributing  a  personalised  existence  to  Christ's  humanity 
and,  thus,  was  bound  to  be  considered  blasphemous  by  the  Cyrillian  Fathers  of  the  Fifth 
Council. 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  Mingana  collection  does  not  change  much  the  traditional 
view  of  Theodore  as  teaching  two  separate  agents  in  Christ. In  the  seventh  homily  on 
the  Nicene  Creed,  Theodore  teaches  the  existence  of  one  prosopon  in  Christ:  `Consider 
the  power  of  their  [the  Nicene  Fathers']  definition  from  the  fact  that  in  speaking  of  His 
humanity,  His  Passion,  and  His  Resurrection  they  affirmed  that  the  very  same  prosopon 100 
to  whom  all  this  happened  shall  sit  in  judgement.  '419  However,  in  the  eighth  homily,  he 
gives  a  clear  impression  that  he  does  accept  two  persons  in  Christ,  although  he  does  not 
call  them  `Sons'  because  only  the  divine  one  can  be  `Son'  nature: 
Here  also  [in  the  case  of  Christ]  if  each  of  them  were  Son  and  Lord  by  nature  it 
would  be  possible  for  us  to  say  that  there  are  two  Sons  and  two  Lords, 
according  to  the  number  of  persons,  but  one  being  Son  and  Lord  by  nature  and 
the  other  being  neither  Son  nor  Lord  by  nature,  we  believe  that  the  latter 
received  these  [attributes]  through  His  close  union  with  the  Only-Begotten 
God  the  Word,  and  so  we  hold  that  there  is  one  Son  only;  and  we  understand 
that  the  one  who  is  truly  Son  and  Lord  is  the  one  who  possesses  these 
[attributes]  by  nature,  and  we  add  in  our  thought  the  temple  in  which  He 
dwells  42° 
In  the  same  homily  he  writes:  `The  one  who  assumed  is  not  the  same  as  the  one 
who  was  assumed,  nor  is  the  one  who  was  assumed  the  same  as  the  one  who  assumed, 
but  the  one  who  assumed  is  God  while  the  one  who  was  assumed  is  a  man.  '42' 
Commenting  on  Christ's  Baptism  Theodore  not  only  divides  the  subjects,  but  he 
comes  dangerously  close  to  Adoptionism: 
There  was  also  the  Son  [the  God-Logos]  in  the  One  who  was  baptised  [Christ], 
and  by  His  proximity  to  Him  [i.  e.  to  Christ]  and  by  His  union  with  the  one 
who  was  assumed,  He  was  confirming  the  adoption  of  children.  422 
It  follows,  then,  from  what  it  has  been  said,  that  in  Theodore's  system  the  idea  of 
the  `communication  of  the  attributes',  which  gave  the  Alexandrians  the  means  of 
explaining  the  divine  and  human  function  by  the  same  Person,  is  absent.  Throughout  his 
writings  Theodore  distinguishes  the  attributes  of  each  nature;  he  predicates  the  attributes 
of  the  divine  nature  exclusively  of  the  Logos  and  the  attributes  of  the  human  nature 
exclusively  of  the  man  Christ.  What  is  most  important  here  is  the  fact  that  Theodore 
sees  the  human  nature  as  an  independent  subject  of  attribution.  As  MacNamara  points 
out:  `Theodore  looks  upon  Christ's  manhood  as  tota  in  se,  that  is,  as  completely 
independent  in  its  being  and,  therefore,  as  a  human  person  in  our  sense.  '423  On  this  point 
he  is  in  agreement  with  Nestorius. 
Concluding  our  brief  inquiry.  into  Theodore's  christology  we  can  observe  that 
Theodore's  distinctiveness  is  explicable  by  a  basic  metaphysical  presupposition  of  his 
thought:  he  was  not  distinguishing  between  the  terms  physis  (nature)  and  hypostasis.  As 
these  terms  are  identical  in  Theodore's  mind,  the  second  hypostasis  of  the  Trinity  could 
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not  have  become  incarnate,  for  the  divine  physis  is  immutable  and  cannot  transform  into 
a  creature.  Besides,  as  we  have  seen,  his  metaphysical  conviction  that  nature  is  related 
to  necessity,  whereas  will  is  related  to  freedom  makes  an  acceptance  of  the  `natural 
union'  in  Christ,  unacceptable.  Because  Theodore  does  not  distinguish  the  hypostases 
from  the  immutable  nature,  for  him  the  person  who  was  effected  by  the  union,  lived  and 
suffered  as  a  real  and  perfect  man  could  not  have  been  the  Second  Hypostasis  of  the 
Trinity.  "'  This  is  the  heart  of  the  problem  that  Theodore's  christology  seems  to  have 
and  its  essential  difference  from  the  Cappadocian  and  Alexandrine  christology. 
3.2  THEODORET  OF  CYRUS 
Theodoret  elaborated  his  christological  teaching'  during  the  Nestorian  controversy.  He 
seems  to  have  been  the  mastermind  behind  the  christological  positions  that  the  Orientals 
took  during  the  eventful  period  between  431-451.  He  certainly  was  the  predominant 
figure  at  the  `counter-Council'  of  the  Orientals  at  Ephesus  (431)  which  rejected  the 
decisions  of  the  General  Council  and  deposed  Cyril.  He  is  also  believed425  to  have  been 
the  author  of  the  `Formulary  of  Reunion'  (433)  -a  thesis  which  in  our  view  seems 
very  unlikely  as  we  shall  explain  below  -  commonly  attributed  to  John  of  Antioch. 
Refutation  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas 
As  we  have  'seen,  asked  by  John  of  Antioch  to  answer  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas, 
Theodoret  wrote  a  treatise  refuting  Cyril's  teaching  as  crypto-Apollinarianism  426  In  it, 
Theodoret  uses  language  which  is  very  much  akin  to  that  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius, 
although,  he  takes  care  to  be  on  more  orthodox  lines  than  the  other  two. 
Almost  every  doctrine  of  the  Antiochene  School  is  found  in  the  teaching  of 
Theodoret.  At  the  outset  the  bishop  of  Cyrus  proclaims  the  basic  Antiochene  principle 
of  God's  immutability:  `the  God-Logos  has  not  become  flesh  by  nature  nor  was  He 
turned  into  flesh;  for  the  Divine  nature  is  immutable  and  unchangeable.  '  121  It  ensues  that 
the  biblical  `the  God-Logos  became  flesh'  does  not  mean  that  he  became  flesh  by 
changing  his  nature,  but  that  he  assumed  flesh  and  dwelt  among  us:  `if  it  is  impossible 
for  the  immutable  to  change,  then  the  God-Logos  did  not  become  flesh  by  undergoing 
change,  but  He  assumed  flesh  and  dwelt  in  us  according  to  the  Gospel.  '428  To  support 
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this,  Theodoret  uses  Paul's:  `who  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be 
equal  with  God;  but  made  himself  of  no  reputation  and  took  upon  him  the  form  of  a 
servant,  and  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  all  men'  [Philip.  2.6-7].  This  is  the  locus 
classicus  of  the  Antiochene  School. 
Coming  to  the  decisive  issue  of  the  title  Theotokos  and  answering  Cyril's 
anathema  against  those  who  reject  it,  Theodoret  distances  himself  from  Theodore  and 
Nestorius  and  accepts  the  term  Theotokos,  but  only  in  respect  of  the  union,  whereas  in 
regard  to  the  growth,  development  and  birth  of  Christ,  the  applied  term  is 
Anthropotokos  429 
As  a  typical  Antiochene,  Theodoret  holds  the  doctrine  of  `distinguishing  the 
natures'  most  firmly.  Either  nature  is  perfect  and  remained  as  such  after  the  union  being 
unmixed  and  unconfused  a3o  At  the  same  time  he  is  careful  to  avoid  the  Nestorian  notion 
of  accepting  an  already  formed  human  hypostasis  in  whom  the  Logos  dwelt.  Thus  for 
him,  before  the  incarnation  there  were  not  two  natures  but  only  one.  The  union  was 
accomplished  at  the  very  moment  of  the  conception  in  Mary's  womb  (ev  r 
QvA2ij  vsa)  431  However,  after  the  incarnation  there  were  two  natures  in  Christ,  the 
assuming  (1j  Aaßovaa)  and  the  assumed  (z  2NOnEiaa).  432  Although  this  is  an 
absolutely  orthodox  position,  the  way  Theodoret  divides  the  natures  engenders 
suspicion  that  he  effectively  understands  the  union  as  a  conjunction  of  two  independent 
subjects:  `one  is  the  one  who  dwells  [in  the  temple]  according  to  the  reason  of  nature, 
and  another  the  temple'  (EZEpog  8E  6  xazotxrjaTag  röv  Aoyov  rffq  g7voso)q,  Kai 
Erepos  6  vaös) 
433  In  his  answer  to  Cyril's  First  Anathema,  Theodoret  speaks  of  a  co- 
existence  between  the  `temple'  and  the  `one  who  dwells  in  it': 
Therefore,  it  is  obvious,  from  what  it  has  been  said,  that  the  form  of  God  did 
not  turn  into  the  form  of  a  servant,  but,  while  remaining  what  it  was,  it 
assumed  the  form  of  a  servant.  Thus,  the  God-Logos  did  not  become  flesh 
(adp 
, 
but  assumed  living  and  rational  flesh;  He  was  not  born  of  the  Virgin 
according  to  nature,  as  if  he  was  conceived,  shaped,  formed  and  began  to  exist 
from  thereafter...  but  having  formed  himself  a  temple  in  the  virgin  womb, 
coexisted  with  the  one  who  was  formed  and  born.  For  this  reason  we  call  that 
Holy  Virgin  Theotokos,  not  because  she  gave  birth  to  God  according  to  nature, 
but  [because  she  gave  birth]  to  a  man  who  was  united  to  God  who  shaped 
him  434 
429  Ibid.,  PG  76,393  AB. 
aso  Ibid.,  PG  76,404  BC. 
43  Eranistes,  II,  PG  83,  col.  144,137,140,324. 
432  De  incarnatione  Domini,  PG  75,1472B. 
a"  Ibid.,  PG  75,1452A. 
434  Cyril,  Ep.  ad  Euoptium,  PG  76,393A. 103 
The  union  of  the  natures  is  indivisible  but  the  distinction  between  them  and  their 
idioms  is  so  sharp  that  Theodoret  appears  to  deny  the  `communication  of  the  attributes'. 
The  human  acts  of  Christ  belong  strictly  to  the  `temple',  whereas  the  divine  to  the 
Logos  4"  In  the  answer  to  the  Fourth  Anathema  Theodoret  emphatically  asks: 
To  whom  should  we  attribute  that  `My  God,  my  God  why  hast  thou  forsaken 
me?  '  [Math.  27.46]  and  that  `0,  my  father  if  it  be  possible,  let  this  cap  pass 
from  me'  [Math  26.39]?  To  whom  should  we  attribute  the  hunger  and  the 
thirst;  the  toil  and  the  sleep;  the  ignorance  and  the  cowardice?  How  can  He 
[the  Logos]  have  everything  that  belongs  to  the  Father  and  not  have  the 
knowledge?  For  He  says  `only  the  Father  knows  that  day  [of  the  last 
Judgement].  Therefore  the  ignorance  does  not  belong  to  the  Logos  but  to  the 
form  of  the  servant  who  knew,  at  that  time,  only  as  much  as  the  Divinity  who 
was  dwelling  in  him  revealed  to  him.  436 
Also,  in  the  answer  to  the  Twelfth  Anathema  commenting  on  the  saying  `But  now 
ye  seek  to  kill  me,  a  man  that  hath  told  you  the  truth'  [John  8.40],  Theodoret  remarks: 
`What  is  threatened  is  not  the  very  Life,  but  he  that  has  the  mortal  nature.  '437 
The  bishop  of  Cyrus  has  no  difficulty  proclaiming  one  person  in  Christ,  one 
Son  438  Nonetheless,  he  refuses  to  accept  the  hypostatic  union  as  the  manner  of 
safeguarding  the  perfection  of  the  union.  In  his  answer  to  Cyril's  Second  Anathema,  he 
writes: 
Following  the  divine  teaching  of  the  apostles  we  confess  one  Christ;  and  we 
call  the  Selfsame  God  and  man  because  of  the  union.  However,  we  ignore  the 
hypostatic  union  altogether,  as  allien  and  foreign  to  the  divine  scriptures  and 
the  fathers  who  interpreted  them.  439 
For  him  the  union  according  to  hypostasis  means  mixture  (Kpäoas)  of  the  natures 
which  inevitably  leads  to  confusion  (oc  yxvczS)  and  this,  in  turn,  to  abolition  of  the 
particularities  of  each  nature.  It  suffices,  Theodoret  teaches,  to  speak  of  a  mere  union 
which  would  both  preserve  the  idioms  of  either  nature  and  the  oneness  of  Christ.  ""  Here 
we  can  once  more  observe  the  reluctance  of  the  Antiochene  teachers  to  give  a 
convincing  explanation  of  how  they  mean  the  natural  and  perfect  union,  since,  on  the 
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one  hand,  they  want  to  proclaim  the  oneness  of  Christ,  as  Theodoret  here  does,  and  on 
the  other  reject  Cyril's  hypostatic  union. 
Theodoret's  difficulty  to  understand  Cyril's  hypostatic  union  explains  why  he 
would  not  predicate  all  `names'  of  the  one  prosopon  of  the  Logos.  For  him  the  names 
belong  to  their  respective  natures.  Cyril's  idea  is  akin  to  the  doctrine  of  Arius  and 
Eunomius,  says  Theodoret  in  his  answer  to  the  Fourth  Anathema.  These  heretics,  he 
says,  having  held  that  the  Only-Begotten  was  `created'  and  a  `servant'  who  came  into 
being  `from  non-existence,  '  went  on  to  predicate  Christ's  humble  human  idioms  of  his 
Divinity.  "'  Even  worse,  Theodoret  goes  on,  Cyril  surpassed  the  foregoing  heretics  in 
impiety,  as  he  held  Christ's  immutable  divinity  to  have  suffered,  been  crucified,  died 
and  buried.  That  not  even  the  Arians  and  Eunomians  would  have  dared  to  say. 
The  way  Theodoret  explains  the  union  of  the  two  natures  is  very similar  to  that  of 
Theodore  and  Nestorius:  the  union  was  accomplished  according  to  God's  good  will, 
love  to  man,  and  grace  442  Again  like  Theodore,  Theodoret  rejects  a  natural  union;  such  a 
union  subordinates  God  to  necessity.  If  God  unites  himself  to  humanity  by  reason  of 
nature  he  does  not  act  freely  and  out  of  love,  but  He  obeys  to  a  need,  for  what  is  done  by 
nature  is  done  out  of  necessity  (e.  g.  we  eat  because  we  obey  to  the  natural  need  of 
hunger).  "'  It  is  significant  here  to  note  that  whereas  Theodoret  in  his  debate  with  Cyril 
clearly  rejected  the  natural  union,  in  his  Eranistes,  along  with  other  concessions  to 
Cyril,  he  accepted  it:  `yet,  although  the  union  is  natural,  the  idioms  of  each  nature 
remained  intact.  '444 
Although  in  his  writings  Theodoret  often  repeats  his  belief  in  one  Christ  to  whom 
one  worship  and  veneration  should  be  addressed,  in  his  Answer  to  Cyril's  Tenth 
Anathema  he  again  gives  the  impression  that  the  union  he  teaches  is  a  rather  loose  one. 
In  particular,  to  Cyril's  assertion  that  Christ  as  the  Logos  incarnate,  and  not  as  a  man,  is 
the  High-Priest  of  the  Scriptures  who  offered  sacrifices  for  us  and  not  for  himself  (he 
would  not  need  it  as  he  was  sinless),  Theodoret  answers  in  a  way  reflecting  the  general 
Antiochene  understanding  of  the  person  of  Christ.  Using  examples  from  the  Scriptures 
he  contests  that  the  High-Priesthood  referred  to  man-Christ  who  offered  sacrifices  for  us 
and  for  himself  as  well.  For  Christ,  says  Theodoret,  was  in  a  process  of  a  moral  progress 
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and  therefore  needed  God's  aid.  The  same,  of  course,  did  not  apply  to  the  perfect  and 
sinless  Logos.  In  particular,  Theodoret  asks: 
Who  is  it  who  became  perfect  through  the  working  of  virtues,  and  who  was  not 
perfect  by  nature?  Who  is  it  who  learned  obedience  through  experience  while 
not  knowing  it  until  he  had  experienced  it?  Who  is  it  who  lived  in  reverence, 
who  with  a  loud  cry  and  tears  offered  prayers,  who  did  not  have  the  strength  to 
save  himself,  but  who  prayed  to  the  All-Mighty  to  save  him  and  asked  to  be 
spared  from  death? 
And  he  answers: 
Not  God  the  Logos  who  is impassive,  immortal,  and  incorporeal.  But  it  is  the 
one  whom  He  received  from  David's  seed,  who  was  mortal,  passive  and  afraid 
of  death.  Although  he  later  on  defeated  the  sway  of  death;  but  he  did  it  because 
of  the  union  with  God  who  had  assumed  him.  He  received  the  name  of  High 
Priest  according  to  the  order  of  Melchizedek;  he  was  clothed  in  the  weakness 
of  our  nature  -  not  the  All-Mighty  Logos  of  God.  No  one  who  professes  the 
orthodox  faith  should  call  a  creature  the  one  who  is  uncreated  and  made  by 
nobody,  the  God-Logos  who  is  coeternal  with  the  Father.  But  [one  should  call 
a  creature  the  one  who  is  from  the  seed  of  David,  who  being  free  from  every 
sin  became  our  High  Priest  and  Sacrifice.  He  offered  himself  to  God  having  in 
him  the  God-Logos  united  with  him  and  joined  inseparably.  "' 
In  the  last  passage  we  see  that  Theodoret,  in  line  with  Theodore,  views  the  person 
of  Christ  through  the  optic  of  a  moralistic,  anthropological  approach  which  values 
human  effort  towards  perfection  above  any  ontological  change  of  the  human  state. 
In  Theodoret's  christological  thought  one  can  trace  the  differences  between 
christological  and  trinitarian  language.  Thus,  whereas  in  the  Trinity  one  can  speak  of 
three  hypostases  in  the  sense  of  prosopa,  in  christology  Theodoret  (like  Cyril)  identifies 
the  term  hypostasis  with  nature  and  oppose  them  to  prosopon.  446  This  is  why  Theodoret 
speaks  of  `two  hypostases'  in  Christ447  But  is  this  a  sufficient  reason  to  explain  his 
sharp  distinction  between  divinity  and  manhood  in  Christ?  There  is  no  doubt  that 
Theodoret  rejects  the  idea  of  two  Sons,  as  did  Theodore  before  him,  but  the  means  he 
uses  to  describe  the  union  are  not  adequate  to  safeguard  the  completeness  of  the  union 
and  the  oneness  of  the  subject  in  Christ  in  the  orthodox  sense.  The  `one  person'  he 
proclaims  resembles  the  Nestorian  and  Theodorene  theoretical  `prosopon  of  the  union' 
since  he  refuses  to  accept  Cyril's  `natural'  or  `hypostatic  union'  and  its  immediate 
consequence  which  is  the  `transference  of  the  names'. 
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Theodoret's  view  of  Christ's  manhood  as  being  so  distinctively  independent  that 
he  constantly  calls  him  the  `assumed  temple'  or  `God  bearing  man',  gives  one  the 
impression  that  his  thought  lacks  coherence.  For,  while  he  confesses  a  real  union,  in  his 
struggle  to  exclude  any  mixture  or  change  in  Christ's  nature,  he  went  further  than  he 
probably  meant  to.  This  is  shown  in  the  Eranistes  where  he  uses  a  language  much  closer 
to  that  of  his  opponent  Cyril.  Yet  even  when  he  comes  close  to  the  thought  of  Cyril 
there  are  still  significant  differences  between  the  two  approaches.  Be  as  an  example 
Theodoret's  almost  Cyrillian  confession  of  faith  in  his  Letter  to  Oriental  Monks.  This 
seems  to  be  basically  a  reiteration  of  the  Formulary  of  Reunion.  Yet  as  Romanides  has 
pointed  out448  it  differs  crucially  from  it.  In  the  following  quotation  of  Theodoret's 
confession  (following  Romanides'  suggestion)  we  will  insert  in  brackets  the  text  of  the 
Formulary  that  Theodoret  omits  and  will  underline  a  phrase  that  Theodoret  adds  to  the 
Formulary: 
We  confess  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  [the  Only  Begotten  Son  of  God]  to  be 
perfect  God  and  perfect  man,  with  rational  soul  and  body;  before  the  ages  born 
of  the  Father  according  to  divinity,  and  in  the  last  days  [the  Selfsame],  for  us 
and  for  our  salvation,  of  the  Virgin  Mary  according  to  humanity;  the  selfsame 
consubstantial  with  the  Father  according  to  divinity,  and  consubstantial  with 
us  according  to  humanity.  "' 
Apparently  here  Theodoret  endorses  the  `double  consubstantiality'  of  Christ,  i.  e.  the 
very  principle  which  essentially  differentiated  Cyril's  christology  from  that  of 
Nestorius.  This  is  a  development  in  his  thought  as  he  does  not  proclaim  the  `double 
consubstantiality'  in  his  previous  works.  However,  as  Romanides  observes,  Theodoret 
still  could  not  come  to  terms  with  the  idea  that  Christ's  attributes  could  be  predicated  of 
the  Son  of  God,  the  Logos  himself.  Thus  Theodoret's  version  omits  the  crucial 
prerogatives  `the  Only  Begotten  Son'  and  the  `Selfsame'  which  shows  us  that  the  bishop 
of  Cyrus  would  accept  Christ's  double  consubstantiality  but  not  the  Logos'.  The 
difference  is  more  important  than  it  looks  at  first:  in  Theodoret's  mind  Christ  as  God- 
man  includes  the  Logos  which  entitles  us  to  speak  of  Christ's  `double 
consubstantiality'.  He  cannot  however  say  the  same  of  the  Logos  -  i.  e.  that  the  Son  of 
God  who  is  born  eternally  of  the  Father  was  also  born  in  time  of  the  Virgin  Mary  -  as 
Cyril  would  have  liked  him  to. 
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Theodoret's  christology  after  Chalcedon 
Although  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  condemned  only  those  writings  of  Theodoret 
which  criticised  Cyril  and  the  Council  of  Ephesus  I,  it  is  important  for  the  purpose  of 
our  study  to  see  what  Theodoret  taught  after  Chalcedon,  i.  e.  after  he  had  condemned 
Nestorianism.  This  would  give  us  an  insight  as  to  how  the  Antiochene  camp  interpreted 
Chalcedon. 
As  we  can  gather  from  his  post-Chalcedonian  Haereticarum  fabularum 
compendium  (published  ca.  453)450  Theodoret  still  proclaimed  the  predication  of  things 
divine  and  human  separately  to  the  respective  natures,  rejecting  thus  any  form  of 
theopaschism.  At  the  same  time,  however,  he  was  effectively  rejecting  the  attribution  of 
all  idioms  to  the  one  hypostasis  of  the  Incarnate  Logos  45'  In  doing  so  not  only  did  he  go 
against  Cyril's  teaching  but  also  against  that  of  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  who  had 
encapsulated  the  Cyrillian  `hypostatic  union'  in  the  `one  hypostasis'  of  the  Creed. 
More  important  information  for  the  doctrine  of  Theodoret  after  Chalcedon  is  to  be 
found  in  a  letter  which  he  is  believed  to  have  sent  to  the  Nestorian  John  of  Aegaea.  452  As 
emerges-  from  the  letter,  John  of  Aegaea  was  alarmed  by  Chalcedon's  `two  natures-one 
hypostasis'.  53  Such  a  statement  sounded  illogical  to  him  since  he  understood  hypostasis 
in  the  sense  of  physis  454  Theodoret  reassures  him  that  by  hypostasis  Chalcedon  meant 
prosopon.  45'  As  we  have  seen  Theodore  and  Nestorius  were  much  happier  with  the  term 
prosopon  than  hypostasis,  for  the  former,  in  its  vague  sense  of  `appearance'  could  be  the 
result  of  a  union  of  two  distinct  subjects.  Moreover,  Theodoret  appears  to  define 
hypostasis  as  the  meeting  point  of  many  concurring  individuals,  in  other  words  as  the 
`prosopon  of  the  union'  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius  ash  If  this  interpretation  is  true  then 
this  letter  is  an  evidence  that  Theodoret,  although  nominally  a  Chalcedonian,  never 
appreciated  the  intention  of  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  to  stress  the  unity  of  the  person  in 
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Christ  by  using  the  term  hypostasis  in  the  sense  of  Cyril,  i.  e.  the  sense  of  concrete  being. 
Rather  than  loosening  the  meaning  of  hypostasis,  the  Chalcedonian  Definition 
concretised  the  meaning  of  prosopon  by  identifying  it  with  hypostasis. 
All  in  all,  Theodoret's  christology,  though  elaborate  and  ingenious,  lacks 
precision  which  makes  it  out  to  seem  problematic.  It  is  certain  that  Theodoret  wanted  to 
proclaim  the  oneness  of  Christ  but  since  he  could  not  accept  the  hypostatic  union  his 
idea  of  the  union  lacks  depth.  To  the  ultimate  question  whether  Christ's  one  hypostasis 
and  prosopon  was  that  of  the  Logos,  Theodoret  could  not  provide  an  answer  as 
convincing  and  profound  as  Cyril's. 
3.3  THE  LETTER  OF  IBAS 
The  third  of  the  Three  Chapters  is  a  letter  which  has  been  preserved4"  under  the  name  of 
Ibas  the  bishop  of  Edessa.  It  was  written  in  433,  after  the  reconciliation  between  Cyril 
and  the  Orientals,  "'  and  was  addressed  to  a  certain  Maris  about  whom  nothing  is 
known.  There  have  been  various  suggestions  as  to  who  this  person  was  (e.  g.  the  bishop 
of  Ren-Ardashir  in  Persia,  the  Metropolitan  of  Edessa,  459  the  Catholicos  Dadiso  of 
Seleucia-Ctesiphona6o  et.  al.  )  of  which  the  most  convincing  appears  to  be  that  of  M. 
Esbroeck  who  on  the  basis  of  an  Arabic  letter  of  452,  which  he  published,  argues  that 
Maxis  was  an  Archimandrite  of  the  Monastery  of  the  `Sleepless'  monks  ( 
"Aico  piirol)  461  Among  other  evidence,  Esbroeck  points  to  the  phrase  `your  Holiness 
trains  in  God's  teaching  night  and  day,  so,  that  you  may  help  many',  in  the  last  sentence 
of  the  letter,  which  suggests  that  the  letter  could  have  been  addressed  to  a  `Sleepless' 
monk.  462  Obviously  this  discovery  sheds  new  light  on  the  question  of  the  importance  of 
this  letter.  Esbroeck  even  suggests  that  the  Letter  -  through  the  influential  `Sleepless' 
monks  -  was  instrumental  in  shaping  the  policy  of  Pulcheria  and  Marcion  in  favour  of 
a  dyophysite  solution  to  the  christological  problem.  ab' 
The  aim  of  the  Letter,  as  we  gather  from  its  last  paragraph  was  to  give  Maxis  an 
account  of  how  the  reconciliation  between  Cyril  and  the  Orientals  (433)  was 
457  ACO  11,1,3,  pp.  32-34  (Greek  trans.  );  ACO  IV,  1,  pp.  138-140  (Latin  trans.  ).  For  an  English 
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accomplished  aha  To  do  so  Ibas  gives  an  outline  of  the  events  related  to  the  council  of 
Ephesus  (431).  He  certainly  sees  these  developments  through  a  strict  Antiochene  optic 
which  became  increasingly  unpopular  in  the  East  after  the  council  of  Ephesus.  The 
author  is  critical  of  the  language  that  both  Cyril  and  Nestorius  used  in  their 
correspondence. 
There  has  been  a  quarrel  (on  account  of  which  your  Godliness  was  here) 
between  these  two  men,  namely  Nestorius  and  Cyril,  who  wrote  against  each 
other  harmful  words  that  scandalised  those  who  heard  them  465 
Whereas  Ibas  refers  to  Nestorius'  denial  of  the  title  Theotokos  without  passing 
judgement  on  him,  466  against  Cyril  he  is  much  more  caustic: 
Cyril,  on  the  other  hand,  willing  to  counter  Nestorius'  arguments  he  slipped 
and  found  himself  fallen  into  the  doctrine  of  Apollinarius.  For,  he,  like  the 
latter,  wrote  that  the  God-Logos  himself  became  man,  as  if  there  was  not  any 
difference  between  the  temple  and  the  one  who  lives  in  it.  He  wrote  the  Twelve 
Chapters,  which  I  think  your  Godliness  knows  well,  and  which  proclaim  that 
the  nature  of  both  the  divinity  and  the  humanity  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is 
one,  and  that  we  should  not,  he  [Cyril]  contends,  divide  what  has  been  said  of 
Christ  either  by  himself  or  by  the  evangelists. 
The  Twelve  Chapters  are  `filled  with  impiety'  as  they  teach  that  the  eternal  Logos 
was  born  of  Mary,  as  if  there  was  no  difference  between  the  eternal  Logos  and  `the 
temple  who  was  born  of  Mary'.  This  is  against  the  doctrine  of  the  `fathers'  who  always 
taught  that  `there  are  two  natures  and  at  the  same  time  one  power,  one  person  which 
means  that  there  is  one  Son  Lord  Jesus  Christ'.  46'  Obviously  here  Ibas,  with  his  `two 
natures-one  power-one  person'  reiterates  the  doctrine  of  Theodore. 
Ibas'  criticism  against  Cyril  extends  to  the  council  of  Ephesus  itself.  There,  Cyril 
and  his  supporters,  says  Ibas,  condemned  Nestorius  before  the  arrival  of  the  Orientals, 
and  without  proper  examination.  Cyril's  motive  for  such  a  haste  was  his  `hatred'  against 
his  opponent.  468  In  Ibas'  view  the  council  of  Ephesus  ratified  the  `impious'  Twelve 
Chapters.  469 
Then  Ibas  describes  the  unrest  that  followed  Ephesus  and  expresses  his 
indignation  against  his  own  bishop,  Rabbulas.  Ibas  says  that  after  Ephesus  Rabbulas, 
`the  tyrant  of  his  city'  as  he  calls  him,  campaigned  against  many  who  were  not  followers 
of  Cyril.  His  attack  was  directed  not  only  against  the  living  but  also  the  dead  among 
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whom  was  `the  blessed'  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  Ibas  does  not  hide  his  admiration  for 
Theodore: 
Among  them  [i.  e.  those  persecuted  by  Rabbulas  even  though  they  were  dead] 
was  the  blessed  Theodore  the  herald  of  the  truth  and  teacher  of  the  Church, 
who  not  only  buffeted  the  heretics  with  his  right  faith  during  his  life  time  but 
also  after  his  death  he  left  through  his  treatises  a  spiritual  weapon  to  the 
children  of  the  Church.  This  your  Godliness  came  to  know  when  you  met  him 
and  you  were  convinced  [about  his  right  faith]  by  reading  his  writings.  This 
man  the  one  who  dares  to  do  everything  [i.  e.  Rabbulas]  dared  to  anathematise 
publicly  in  the  Church,  [this  man]  who  out  of  zeal  for  God  not  only  his  own 
city  brought  from  error  back  to  the  truth,  but  also  edified  by  his  teaching  the 
far  away  Churches!  " 
Theodore,  says  Ibas,  was  posthumously  anathematised  by  Rabbulas  and  his  books 
were  destroyed  not  because  they  were  not  orthodox  but  because  of  the  antipathy  that  the 
bishop  of  Edessa  had  against  him  4' 
Finally  Ibas  expresses  his  adherence  to  the  profession  of  faith  produced  by  John  of 
Antioch  (or  probably  Theodoret  of  Cyrus)  which  was  accepted  by  Cyril  and  brought 
about  peace  to  the  Church.  According  to  Ibas,  the  reconciliation  was  achieved  because 
Cyril  agreed  to  renounce  his  `one  physis'  and  his  `theopaschism'.  °'2  This  is  indicative  of 
the  way  the  Antiochenes  interpreted  Cyril's  agreement  to  the  Formulary  of  Reunion  4'3 
Ibas'  rehabilitation  by  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  and  the  fact  that  the  Council 
included  his  letter  in  the  conciliar  minutes  created  tension  and  disbelief  between  the 
Monophysites,  the  Nestorianizers  and  the  orthodox.  Both  the  Monophysites  and  the 
Nestorianizers,  each  for  their  own  obvious  reasons,  saw  the  inclusion  of  the  letter  in  the 
minutes  as  a  proof  that  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  favoured  the  radical  Antiochene 
interpretation  of  the  christological  doctrine  and  apparently  the  rejection  of  the  Cyrillian 
one.  For  the  Monophysites  that  was  one  more  reason  to  reject  the  Chalcedonian 
decisions  and  split  from  the  Church. 
The  Letter  to  Maris,  however,  found  supporters  beyond  the  Nestorian  party.  In 
fact,  champions  in  the  struggle  against  its  condemnation  were  the  Latin  theologians 
Facundus,  Rusticus,  Pelagius  and  for  some  time the  Pope  Vigilius.  It  is  interesting  that 
the  defence  of  the  letter  by  these  theologians  and,  in  particular  by  Facundus,  is  not 
470  ACO  II,  1,3,  p.  33. 
471  Loc.  cit. 
"Z  ACO  If,  1,3,  p.  34. 
"'  Cyril's  reaction  to  such  an  interpretation  is  recorded  in  his  Ep.  ad  Acacium  Melit.  ACO  1,1,4,  pp.  20- 
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limited  to  the  reasonable  argument  that  a  condemnation  of  the  Letter  would  impair  the 
authority  of  Chalcedon,  but  extends  to  the  acceptance  of  its  canonicity  and  orthodoxy  4'4 
This  ambiguity,  and  the  calumnies  the  Monophysites  addressed  against  Chalcedon 
r  were,  according  to  Justinian,  the  reason  why  he  asked  for  the  condemnation  of  the 
letter.  475 
°74  Facundus  maintains  that  Chalcedon  declared  the  Letter  catholic  (catholicam  judicavit)  (Pro 
Defensione,  PL  67,527B)  and  orthodox  (pronuntiavit  orthodoxam).  Ibid.,  PL  67,561C. 
475  See  Part  Two,  Chapter  II. 112 
CHAPTER  IV 
THE  COUNCIL  OF  CHALCEDON 
As  soon  as  the  events  of  Ephesus  II  (431)476  became  known  in  Rome,  Pope  Leo  asked 
the  Emperor  Theodosius  to  convoke  an  ecumenical  council  in  Italy  to  rectify  what  he 
regarded  as  the  unlawful  actions  of  Dioscorus  47  But  Theodosius  saw  nothing  wrong 
with  Ephesus  II  and  rejected  the  request!  "  It  was  only  after  the  latter's  death  (28  July 
450)  that  things  would  go  Leo's  way.  The  new  sovereigns,  Marcian  and  Pulcheria,  were 
in  favour  of  the  dyophysite  christology  and  seemed  determined  to  restore  peace  and 
order  in  the  Church.  Those  who  felt  ill-treated  by  Dioscorus  at  Ephesus  II  appealed  to 
the  imperial  couple  for  justice.  The  papal  legates  in  the  capital  complained  to  Marcian 
that  Dioscorus  did  not  read  Leo's  letter  at  the  council.  "'  Very  vocal  among  the 
protesters  was  Eusebius  of  Dorylaeum  who  demanded  that  a  council  be  immediately 
summoned  to  rectify  the  unjust  decisions  of  Ephesus  II  on  account  of  which  he  and  the 
late  Flavian  had  been  deposed.  He  even  made  the  serious  allegation  that  Flavian  was 
killed  by  Dioscorus  himself.  48°  Theodoret  of  Cyrus,  too,  appealed  against  the  decisions 
of  Ephesus  II  to  the  Pope  as  well  as  to  Marcian  asking  for  his  reinstatement.  Thus  the 
convocation  of  a  new  general  council  with  the  task  to  solve  the  problems  that  Ephesus  II 
had  caused  seemed  inevitable. 
4.1  THE  PRELIMINARY  SESSIONS 
In  451  the  greatest  Council  of  the  Christian  Church,  in  terms  of  participation,  (more 
than  five  hundred  bishops  took  part)  commenced  its  deliberations.  In  the  presence  of  a 
large  delegation  of  state  officials  who  were  to  act  as  referees  in  the  theological  debate, 
the  bishops  took  their  seats  according  to  their  theological  sympathies.  On  the  left  of  the 
imperial  representatives  there  were  positioned  the  papal  legates  (Paschasinus,  bishop  of 
Lilybaeum  in  Sicily  and  the  presbyter  Boniface),  Anatolius  of  Constantinople,  Maximus 
of  Antioch,  Thalassius  of  Caecarea  of  Cappadocia,  Stephen  of  Ephesus,  and  their 
respective  suffragans.  On  the  right  hand  side  there  were  Dioscorus  of  Alexandria, 
Juvenal  of  Jerusalem,  the  representative  of  the  bishop  of  Thessalonica  and  the  bishops 
of  Egypt,  Palestine  and  Illyricum. 
476  See  Chapter  II. 
an  ACO  ii,  1,1,  pp.  3-4.  Similar  requests  were  made  by  Valentinian  (ibid.,  p.  5),  Galla  Placidia  (ibid.,  pp. 
5-6)  and  Eudoxia  (ibid.,  pp.  6-7). 
478  ACO  II,  1,1,  pp.  7-8. 
"'  Evagrius,  HE,  IT,  2. 
480  Loc.  cit. 113 
From  the  very  beginning  it  became  evident  that  Rome  was  seeking  the  severe 
punishment  of  Dioscorus.  The  papal  legates  demanded  that  Dioscorus  be  expelled  from 
the  Council  or  they  would  leave.  Asked  by  the  imperial  commissioners  what  their 
specific  accusation  against  Dioscorus  was,  they  replied  that  he  had  summoned  Ephesus 
II  without  having  been  authorised  by  the  Pope.  The  commissioners  were  not  convinced 
and  Dioscorus  took  his  place  in  the  Council.  It  is  significant  that  none  of  the  other 
members  of  the  Council  seemed  to  support  the  papal  demand  48' 
After  an  appeal  again  by  Eusebius  of  Dorulaeum,  the  Council  decided  to  consider 
the  minutes  of  Ephesus  II.  During  that  process  the  imperial  representatives  asked  that 
Theodoret  of  Cyrus  enter  the  Church  and  take  part  in  the  Council  as  Dioscorus'  accuser. 
Theodoret's  mere  appearance  in  the  Church  created  turmoil  among  the  bishops  of 
Egypt,  Palestine  and  Illyricum  who  shouted:  `The  faith  is  lost!  The  canons 
excommunicate  him!  Expel  the  teacher  of  Nestorius!  9482  On  the  other  hand  the  bishops 
of  the  Orient,  Pontus,  Asia,  and  Thrace  shouted  against  Ephesus  II  and  Dioscorus:  `We 
signed  blank  documents!  We  signed  because  we  were  beaten.. 
. 
Expel  the  Manichaeans! 
Expel  the  enemies  of  the  faith'483  The  imperial  representatives,  however,  insisted  on 
their  initial  decision  that  Theodoret  should  stay  and  even  act  as  an  accuser  since  he  had 
been  rehabilitated  by  Leo  and  the  Emperor  had  ordered  that  he  participate  in  the 
Council  484 
During  the  examination  of  the  acts  of  Ephesus  II,  the  Orientals  kept  complaining 
that  force  and  threats  had  been  used  by  Dioscorus  and  his  acolytes  to  make  the 
dissidents  sign  his  decisions  485  The  Egyptians  replied  that  the  orthodox  should  confess 
their  faith  and  not  yield  to  force  and  threats.  486 
Crucial  for  the  evaluation  of  both  the  faith  of  Eutyches  and  the  decisions  of 
Ephesus  II  were  the  proceedings  of  the  Home  Synod  of  448  which  were  read  out  to  the 
Council.  During  the  course  of  the  reading  of  the  minutes,  the  bishops  had  the  chance  to 
show  their  loyalty  to  Cyril.  When  his  letters  to  Nestorius  (Obloquuntur)  and  to  John  of 
Antioch  (Laetentur  coeli)  were  read,  they  all  shouted:  `We  believe  as  Cyril  did;  those 
who  do  not  believe  so,  let  them  be  anathema'.  487  Then  a  part  of  Flavian's  confession  was 
461  ACO  11,1,1,  pp.  65-66. 
482  Ibid.,  p.  69. 
483  Ibid.,  pp.  69-70. 
484  Ibid.,  p.  69. 
485  Ibid.,  pp.  75-76. 
486  Ibid.,  p.  76. 
487  Ibid.,  p.  111,13-14. 114 
read  where  the  formula  `two  natures  after  the  union'  is  acknowledged  as  is  the  `double 
birth'  and  `double  consubstantiality'  488  It  is  of  great  importance  that  the  Orientals  found 
this  faith  orthodox.  48'  As  we  have  seen  in  chapter  II,  Flavian's  faith  was  Cyrillian 
dyophysite  with  room  for  both  `two  natures'  and  `one  nature  incarnate  and  made  man'  if 
properly  qualified.  Its  acceptance  by  the  Orientals  shows  how  much  room  there  was  for 
agreement  between  the  two  parties  and  how  genuine  was  the  rapprochement  of  433. 
We  think  it  was  not  a  coincidence  that  at  this  point,  when  Flavian's  faith  was 
made  clear,  a  dramatic  move  took  place:  Juvenal  of  Jerusalem,  Eustathius  of  Berytus, 
Eusebius  of  Ancyra,  Thalassius  of  Caesarea  of  Cappadocia  acknowledged  that  the  faith 
of  the  late  Flavian  was  in  full  accordance  with  that  of  Cyril,  abandoned  Dioscorus  and 
acceded  to  the  opposition.  Their  example  was  followed  by  the  bishops  of  Palestine,  the 
bishops  of  Illyricum,  the  bishop  of  Corinth  and  many  bishops  from  Egypt.  490  Dioscorus 
was  left  almost  alone  to  fight  for  the  strict  Alexandrian  cause  but  he  did  not  yield.  He 
defended  to  the  last  moment  the  Alexandrian  slogan  `one  incarnate  nature  of  the  God 
Logos'  as  he  interpreted  it,  for,  as  he  contended,  that  was  the  teaching  of  the  Fathers  and 
he  could  prove  that  by  quoting  a  number  of  passages  from  Athanasius,  Gregory  and 
Cyril.  Dioscorus  was  happy  to  accept  the  formula  `out  of  two  natures'  but  not  `two  after 
the  union'  (rd  Ex  5t$o  BExopaa"  rd  Svo  oü  BExouat)  491 
4.2  THE  DEPOSITION  OF  DIOSCORUS 
After  the  reading  of  the  acts  of  Ephesus  II  had  finished,  the  imperial  representatives 
concluded  that  Flavian's  condemnation  was  unjust  and  that  the  leaders  of  Ephesus  II 
should  be  given  the  same  sentence  as  the  one  they  had  given  to  Flavian.  At  this  point  the 
Council  could  have  prevented  the  subsequent  dramatic  events  for  the  Christian  Church 
had  it  espoused  the  wise  suggestion  of  the  bishops  of  Eastern  Illyricum  that  `since  all 
had  done  wrong,  all  should  be  granted  pardon'  492  But  the  imperial  representatives 
insisted  upon  the  condemnation  of  the  Alexandrian  bishop  which  they  achieved  in  the 
next  session  (second).  The  Council  duly  deposed  Dioscorus  493  At  this  point  one  should 
note  that  Dioscorus  was  not  deposed  -  at  least  officially  -  on  account  of  his  faith  but 
because  he  failed  to  appear  to  the  Council  despite  three  summonses  494  In  any  case 
488  See  Part  One,  Chapter  II. 
489  ACO  II,  1,1,  p.  114. 
490  Ibid.,  pp.  115  ff. 
491  Ibid.,  p.  120. 
492  lidvzes  evpäAr7  psv,  7rävrss  vvma;,  ur7S  dýtcm9apev.  Ibid.,  p.  195,27-28. 
493  ACO  II,  1,2,  pp.  41,33-42,3. 
494  This  was  also  the  view  of  Anatolius  as  we  will  see  below. 115 
Dioscorus'  faith  was  not  examined  thoroughly.  As  we  have  already  mentioned,  one  can 
charge  Dioscorus  with  blindly  clinging  to  the  Cyrillian  terminology  but  his  was 
definitely  not  the  Eutychian  confused  doctrine.  In  reply  to  the  accusation  that  he  taught 
as  Eutyches,  Dioscorus  said  that  `if  Eutyches  believes  differently  from  the  Church,  he  is 
not  only  worthy  of  punishment  but  also  of  fire.  I  am  concerned  about  the  catholic  faith, 
not  about  a  man'.  ""  He  clearly  did  not  use  the  `one  nature'  formula  in  the  sense  of 
confusion  or  mingling  of  the  human  nature  since  he  taught  so  emphatically  Christ's 
consubstantiality  with  us  according  to  the  manhood.  When  accused  by  the  Orientals  that 
his  was  the  heresy  of  confusion  of  the  natures,  he  proclaimed:  `We  do  not  teach 
confusion,  nor  division  nor  change.  Whoever  teaches  confusion  or  change  or  mixture  let 
him  be  anathema.  'a96  Similar  was  the  teaching  of  an  eminent  member  of  his  party, 
Eustathius  of  Berytus  who,  while  he  could  not  accept  `two  natures  after  the  union,  ' 
would  qualify  his  `monophysitism'  in  an  orthodox  way:  `Those  who  say  "one  nature"  in 
order  to  abolish  Christ's  flesh  -  which  is  consubstantial  with  us  -  and  those  who  say 
"two  natures,  "  in  order  to  divide  the  Son  of  God,  let  them  be  anathema.  '497  Even  more 
astonishingly  Eustathius  admitted  that  this  was  also  the  faith  of  Flavian  and  therefore  he 
had  mistakenly  signed  the  latter's  condemnation  in  449.498  It  is  clear  that  Dioscorus  and 
his  followers  meant  `physis'  in  the  way  Cyril  did,  i.  e.  as  `hypostasis,  '  and  not  as  `ousia' 
(essence). 
4.3  THE  DEFINITION  OF  THE  COUNCIL 
What  happened  in  the  third  session  is  indicative  of  the  fact  that,  at  least  in  the  mind  of 
the  majority  of  bishops,  the  council  of  Chalcedon  did  not  meet  to  draft  a  definition  of 
faith  but  only  to  reprimand  Eutyches.  When  the  imperial  representatives  asked  the 
council  to  proceed  to  the  formulation  of  a  clear  statement  of  the  faith  the  bishops 
seemed  to  be  taken  by  surprise.  They  had  obviously  thought  that  they  gathered  to 
condemn  Eutyches  and  rectify  the  irregularities  of  Ephesus  and  not  to  issue  a  new 
Horos.  They  unanimously  declared  that  Pope  Leo's  Tome  had  dealt  with  the  problem  of 
Eutyches  properly  and  there  was  no  need  for  a  new  formulation  of  the  faith.  99 
Regardless  of  the  protests,  the  imperial  representatives  went  on  to  suggest  that  a 
committee  consisting  of  each  patriarch  with  one  or  two  of  his  suffragans  should  meet 
495  ACO  II,  1,1,  p.  92. 
''  Oüze  a6yxvaiv  2Eyopsv  ours  roprjv  oure  rpo  r#v.  dväOepa  rq  AEyovzt  rj  vvyxvaty  tj 
zpoirrjv  if  dvdicpacty.  Ibid.,  p.  112. 
497  Ibid.,  p.  113. 
49'  Loc.  cit. 
499  ACO  II,  1,2,  p.  78,16-24. 116 
and  make  a  clear  statement  of  the  faith.  Again  the  bishops  protested:  `we  are  not  going 
to  make  a  written  statement  of  the  faith;  there  is  a  canon  [i.  e.  the  canon  of  Ephesus  I] 
which  declares  that  what  had  been  stated  is  enough;  the  canon  enjoins  that  no  other 
definition  should  be  made;  let  us  hold  on  to  what  the  fathers  have  said'.  50° 
At  this  point  it  was  deemed  necessary  that  the  basic  documents  of  the  faith  be 
read,  i.  e.  the  Creed  of  Nicaea-Constantinople  (325  and  381)  and  the  letters  of  Cyril  to 
Nestorius  (Obloquuntur)  and  to  John  of  Antioch  (Laetentur  coeh').  This  gave  the 
bishops  the  chance  to  show  once  more  their  Cyrillian  persuasion:  `This  is  what  we  all 
believe;  this  is  what  Pope  Leo  believes;  this  is  what  Leo  and  Anatolius  believe;  we 
believe  as  Cyril  did;  blessed  be  the  memory  of  Cyril;  we  believe  as  the  letters  of  Cyril 
teach;  Leo,  the  Archbishop  believes  and  wrote  likewise.  'SO'  With  the  same  enthusiasm 
they  received  the  Tome  in  which  they  saw  the  faith  of  Cyril:  `This  is  the  faith  of  the 
Fathers.  This  is  the  faith  of  the  Apostles.  We  orthodox  believe  thus.  Those  who  do  not 
believe  [thus]  let  them  be  anathema.  Leo  and  Cyril  taught  the  same.  Cyril  taught  thus. 
Eternal  be  the  memory  of  Cyril.  '502 
These  acclamations  as  well  as  the  adherence  to  the  faith  of  Ephesus  show  beyond 
any  doubt  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  bishops  at  the  Council  were  Cyrillians.  What, 
however,  has  often  been  doubted,  and  in  fact  is  of  great  importance  for  our  study,  is 
whether  they  adhered  to  the  Cyril  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas,  and  not  just  to  the  Cyril  of 
433.  A  motion  proposed  by  the  bishops  of  Illyricum  and  Palestine  during  the  reading  of 
the  Tome  is  very  enlightening  at  this  point.  These  bishops  expressed  reservations  with 
regard  to  three  controversial  passages  of  the  Tome503  which  sounded  Nestorian  to  them. 
To  appease  them,  Aetius,  the,  Archdeacon  of  Constantinople,  compared  the  Leonine 
passages  with  three  similar  ones  from  Cyril  which  pleased  the  majority  of  the  bishops.  '" 
However,  Atticos  of  Nicopolis  was  not  fully  convinced.  So,  he  suggested  that  time 
should  be  allowed  for  the  Tome  to  be  carefully  studied  and,  in  particular,  be  compared 
with  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas.  "  The  imperial  representatives  granted  his  request  and, 
thus,  five  days  were  allowed  for  a  committee  under  Anatolius  to  do  so.  506  During  the 
deliberations  of  the  committee  the  papal  legates  Pascasinus  and  Lucensius  had  to  give 
50°  Ibid.,  p.  78,32-34. 
soi  Ibid.,  p.  81,7-13. 
502  Ibid.,  p.  81,24-3  1. 
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...  Ibid.,  pp.  82-83. 
506  Ibid.,  p.  83. 117 
the  Illyrians  and  Palestinians  assurances  that  the  controversial  passages  did  not  imply  a 
division  of  the  natures.  In  particular,  they  anathematised  whoever  divided  the  flesh  from 
the  divinity  and  refused  to  predicate  both  human  and  divine  attributes  of  the  one  and  the 
same  Christ,  without  confusion,  mutation,  or  division  (davjvX6r  q,  drpE  ra  q  Kai 
äätatpErwg).  so'  The  committee  concluded  that  Leo  was  in  agreement  with  Cyril,  "'  and, 
subsequently,  the  Tome  was  subscribed  to  by  all  members  of  the  Council,  including  the 
leaders  of  Ephesus  II  (except  Dioscorus  who  was  not  present)  who  were  thereby 
accepted  by  the  Council.  so9 
In  the  fifth  session  the  Council  discussed  the  draft  of  a  definition  proposed  by 
Anatolius  and  his  committees`'  Unfortunately  -  and  rather  curiously  -  the  document 
was  not  recorded  in  the  minutes  but  it  is  certain  that  it  used  the  formula  `out  of  two 
natures'  instead  of  the  `in  two  natures'  of  the  final  Definition.  "'  The  vast  majority  of  the 
bishops  expressed  their  full  endorsement  of  Anatolius'  definition  with  acclamations 
like:  `We  all  like  the  Horos.  This  is  the  faith  of  the  fathers.  Whoever  does  not  believe 
thus  is  a  heretic.  Expel  the  Nestorians.  Let  those  who  do  not  anathematise  Nestorius 
leave  the  Council.. 
. 
God  liked  the  Horos...  It  must  be  stated  that  the  Holy  Mary  is 
Theotokos;  this  should  be  part  of  the  definition...  Expel  the  Nestorians.  Christ  is  God.  'su 
The  only  dissenting  voices  were  those  of  the  papal  legates  and  a  number  of  Oriental 
bishops.  The  former  threatened  that  they  would  leave  the  council  if  the  document  was 
accepted.  S1'  It  was  obvious  that  they  would  not  be  satisfied  with  anything  which  was  not 
making  full  use  of  the  terminology  of  the  Tome  and  the  Western  christology  at  large, 
central  to  which  was  the  idea  that  Christ  was  `in  two  natures'. 
The  imperial  representatives  made  several  attempts  to  convince  the  Council  that  a 
new  definition  should  be  made  that  would  make  express  use  of  the  teaching  of  the 
Tome.  "'  They  argued  that  if  the  bishops  kept  the  `out  of  the  two  natures'  formula  they 
would  be  in  agreement  with  Dioscorus  whom  they  had  just  deposed.  "'  To  this  argument 
so.  Ibid.,  pp.  102,36-41;  103,21-28. 
sos  What  is  astonishing  is  that  this  was  the  view  of  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  who  was  also  a  member  of  the 
committee!  Ibid.,  p.  98,27-31. 
S09  Ibid.,  pp.  109-110. 
sýo  Grillmeier  believes  that  Anatolius  was  `the  driving  force'  behind  the  work  of  the  committee.  Christ  1, 
p.  543. 
ACO  Ii,  1,2,  p.  124,16. 
s'2  Ibid.,  pp.  123-124. 
S13  Ibid.,  p.  123,  no  9. 
$14  Ibid.,  p.  124,  no  15.17. 
su  Ibid.,  p.  124,  no  13. 118 
Anatolius  replied  that  Dioscorus  was  not  deposed  for  his  faith,  rather  because  he  had 
excommunicated  Leo  and  not  obeyed  the  three  summonses  of  the  Council.  "" 
The  majority  of  the  bishops  remained  adamant  in  their  refusal  to  draft  a  new 
definition  since  Anatolius'  Horos  `lacked  nothing'..  It  is  important  that  the  bishops  saw 
an  agreement  between  Anatolius'  document,  with  its  `out  of  two  natures'  formula,  and 
Leo's  Tome.  For  them  there  was  no  difference  between  Cyril,  Leo  and  the  Horos  in 
question,  but  rather  the  last  two  were  confirming  the  faith  of  the  former:  `The  Horos 
confirmed  the  letter  [the  Tome].  Archbishop  Leo  believes  as  we  believe.  Leo  taught  as 
Cyril  did.  Celestine  confirmed  the  teaching  of  Cyril.  Xestuss"  confirmed  the  teaching  of 
Cyril.  '518  The  tension  was  such  that  when  John  of  Germanicia,  one  of  the  dissenting 
Orientals,  attempted  to  confer  with  the  papal  legates,  the  majority  of  the  bishops  angrily 
shouted:  `Expel  the  Nestorians!  Expel  those  who  fight  God!  's'9 
Before  we  follow  the  events  any  further  we  should  note  here  that  in  our  view 
Anatolius'  `out  of  two  natures'  and  the  `in  two'  of  the  final  statement  were  used  in 
exactly  the  same  sense,  namely,  that  Christ  was  at  the  same  time  perfect  God  and 
perfect  man.  In  other  words,  Anatolius'  `out  of  two'  was  used  in  the  same  sense  as  in 
Flavian's  confession  of  faith.  The  importance,  however,  of  the  insistence  of  the  bishops 
on  adopting  Anatolius'  formula  lies  in  showing  once  again  how  deeply  Cyrillian  they 
were,  since  `out  of  two'  was  the  formula  the  Alexandrine  Patriarch  had  sanctioned.  "' 
In  the  face  of  this  stubborn  resistance  by  the  majority  of  the  bishops  the  imperial 
representatives  decided  to  refer  the  dispute  to  the  Emperor.  Marcian's  reply  to  the 
Council  could  not  have  been  more  clear.  The  bishops  would  either  produce  a  clear 
statement  of  faith  or  the  Council  would  be  moved  to  the  West.  S2'  It  is  remarkable  that 
even  this  blatant  threat  was  not  to  deter  the  bishops  who,  in  turn,  threatened  that  they 
would  walk  out  if  Anatolius'  document  was  not  going  to  be  the  Horos  of  the  Council.  "' 
Obviously  they  were  not  convinced  that  the  Leonine  formula  without  the  Cyrillian 
qualifications  could  guarantee  orthodoxy.  This  is  why  in  the  heat  of  the  debate  about  the 
s'6  Ibid.,  p.  124,  no  14. 
51  This  is  Pope  Xestus  (or  Sixtus)  III  (432-440),  the  successor  of  Pope  Celestine.  He  defended  the 
decisions  of  Ephesus  1,  while  seeking  a  reconciliation  between  Cyril  and  the  Orientals. 
516  Ibid.,  p.  124,  no  20. 
5"  Ibid.,  pp.  123-124,  no  12. 
520  Ad  Succensum  I,  ACO  I,  1,6,  p.  153,21. 
$21  ACO  II,  1,2,  pp.  124,38-125,8. 
"  Ibid.,  p.  125,9-10. 119 
Horos  the  bishops  called  the  papal  legates  Nestorians  ('those  who  disagree  are 
Nestorians!  Those  who  disagree  should  go  back  to  Rome').  523 
Nonetheless,  the  Emperor's  will  was  always  going  to  prevail,  especially  since  the 
bishops  were  faced  with  a  dilemma:  were  they  to  side  with  Leo  and  the  `in  two  natures' 
formula  or  with  Dioscorus  and  the  `out  of  two'?  524  Thus,  another  committee  was  formed 
with  the  task  of  producing  a  document  that  would  make  specific  use  of  the  Leonine 
language.  Indeed,  the  statement  that  they  produced,  the  final  Definition  (?  Opoo  of  the 
Council  of  Chalcedon,  included  the  controversial  `in  two  natures'.  The  main  part  of  the 
Definition  reads  as  follows: 
Following,  then,  the  holy  Fathers,  we  all  unanimously  teach  that  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  is  to  us  One  and  the  same  Son,  the  Self-same  [rd  v  avröv]  Perfect 
in  Godhead,  the  Self-same  [röv  aoröv]  Perfect  in  Manhood;  truly  God  and 
truly  Man;  the  Self-same  of  a  rational  soul  and  body;  consubstantial  with  the 
Father  according  to  the  Godhead,  the  Self-same  consubstantial  with  us 
according  to  the  Manhood;  like  us  in  all  things,  sin  apart;  before  the  ages 
begotten  of  the  Father  as  to  the  Godhead,  but  in  the  last  days,  the  Self-same, 
for  us  and  for  our  salvation  (born)  of  Mary  the  Virgin  Theotokos  as  to  the 
Manhood;  One  and  the  same  Christ,  Son,  Lord,  Only-begotten;  acknowledged 
in  Two  Natures  unconfusedly,  unchangeably,  indivisibly,  inseparably  [Ev  56o 
Spci7Eaty  dovyxvrwq,  drpthra  q,  dötatpErtvq,  dxwpicrws];  the  difference 
of  the  Natures  being  in  no  way  removed  because  of  the  Union,  "'  but  rather  the 
property  of  each  Nature  being  preserved,  and  (both)  concurring  into  One 
Prosopon  and  One  Hypostasis;  not  as  though  He  were  parted  or  divided  into 
Two  Prosopa,  but  One  and  the  Self-same  Son  and  Only-begotten  God,  Word, 
Lord,  Jesus  Christ.  526 
The  Definition  was  received  with  enthusiasm  and  was  signed  by  all  the  members 
of  the  Council.  It  seemed  that  all  were  genuinely  pleased  this  time.  For  the  Definition 
succeeded  in  incorporating  Leo's  dyophysitism  without  harming  any  of  Cyril's  basic 
tenets.  So  Christ  is `in  two  natures'  which  retain  their  own  `idiomata'.  However,  they  do 
not  form  two  prosopa,  but,  rather,  they  concur  in  one  prosopon  and  one  hypostasis.  In 
Cyrillian  fashion  the  fathers  declared  that  Christ  was  one  subject,  the  selfsame  Son  and 
only-begotten  God,  Logos  and  Lord.  The  selfsame  is  perfect  in  divinity  and  perfect  in 
humanity,  consubstantial  with  the  Father  according  to  divinity  and  with  us  according  to 
humanity  ('double  consubstantiality'),  the  Selfsame  born  of  the  Father  before  all  ages 
according  to  divinity  and  of  the  Theotokos,  in  the  last  days,  according  to  humanity 
523  Ibid.,  p.  125,14-15. 
524  Ibid.,  p.  125,16-20. 
525  Cf.  Cyril's  Ad  Nestorium  11,  ACO  I,  1,1,  p.  27,3. 
526  ACO  11,1,2,  pp.  129,  no  34,23-130,3;  Engl.  tr.  in  Bindley,  p.  235. 120 
('double  birth').  It  has  been  shown527  that  the  fathers  borrowed  entire  clauses  from 
Cyril's  Second  and  Third  Letter  to  Nestorius,  his  letter  to  John  of  Antioch  (Laetentur 
coeli),  the  Formulary  of  Reunion,  Flavian's  Confession  of  faith,  the  confession  of  Basil 
of  Seleucia  and  the  Tome  of  Leo.  Apparently,  then,  the  Definition  was  intended  to  ward 
off  not  only  Monophysitism  but  also  Nestorianism. 
Yet,  despite  its  obvious  Cyrillian  character,  the  Definition  crucially  proscribed  the 
use  of  the  `one  physis'  formula  at  two  points:  a)  `others  introduce  confusion  and 
mixture  and  foolishly  imagine  that  the  nature  of  the  flesh  and  the  divinity  is  one'""  and 
b)  `[the  council]  anathematises  those  who  falsely  proclaim  that  there  were  two  natures 
before  the  union  but  one  after  it'.  "'  It  must  be  said  here  that,  as  is  apparent  from  the 
context,  this  condemnation  of  the  `one  physis'  formula  was  made  in  relation  to  the 
Eutychian  understanding  of  it,  i.  e.  the  understanding  of  physis  as  ousia  which  inevitably 
leads  to  confusion  and  mixture.  It  is  very  probable,  as  Romanides  suggests,  that  the 
fathers  of  Chalcedon  were  not  acquainted  with  those  writings  of  Cyril's  which  contained 
the  `one  physis'  formula  but  only  with  his  letters  to  Nestorius  which  contain  only  the 
`out  of  two  natures'  formula.  53o  Hence  their  insistence  on  the  latter  formula.  In  any  case, 
it  is  our  view  that  `one  physis'  formula,  as  Cyril  meant  it,  i.  e.  in  the  sense  of  `one 
hypostasis,  '  was  not  excluded  by  the  Definition. 
How  much  influence  did  the  strict  dyophysite  circles  of  Constantinople  and 
especially  the  influential  monastery  of  the  `Sleepless'  Monks  ('Axolpi  rot)S31  exert  on 
the  Emperor  and  his  representatives  in  order  that  they  favour  the  Leonine  `in  two 
natures'  cannot  be  examined  here.  It  must  be  taken  for  granted,  however,  that  the  Palace 
did  not  want  to  displease  the  West,  not  only  for  ecclesiastical  but  for  political  reasons 
too.  A  possible  friction  with  the  Western  Church  could  have  unpleasant  consequences 
for  the  unity  of  the  Empire  especially  at  a  moment  when  Attilas'  Huns  were  threatening 
its  borders  532 
527  See  G.  Martzelos,  The  Formation  and  Sources  of  the  Definition  of  Chalcedon  (Thessalonica:  1986)  (in 
Greek)  (passim).  Detailed  analysis  of  the  text  and  theology  of  the  Definition  in  I.  Ortiz  de  Urbina,  `Das 
Symbol  von  Chalkedon:  Sein  Text,  sein  Werden,  seine  dogmatische  Bedeutung',  in  Chalkedon  1,  pp.  389- 
418. 
528  of  SE  a6y)'Voty  icat  Acpdoty  eiodyovrec,  Kai  /  tav  E[vat  96Qty  r7jq  aapxd;  Kai  rljq 
&'  rrlros  dvorjrw;  dvawr2drrovreq.  ACO  II,  1,2,  p.  128,21-22. 
529  Oxai  rotis  Svo  pev  rrpö  ri  q  evoke  gq  asts  roü  tcvpiov  pv  9svovrac,  plav  8E  perd  rrjv 
evoxty  dvawr  drrovras  dva&parI  ez  ACO  II,  1,2,  p.  129,21. 
530  'St.  Cyril's',  p.  100. 
s"  On  the  teaching  of  the  `Sleepless'  monks  see  Part  One,  Chapter  V. 
532  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  p.  118. 121 
4.4  THE  CASE  OF  THEODORET 
In  the  eighth  session,  after  the  doctrinal  matters  were  solved,  the  Council  dealt  with  the 
outstanding  issue  concerning  those  who  were  deposed  by  the  Latrocinium.  Chief  among 
them  was  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  who,  as  we  'mentioned  earlier,  had  been  suspect  of 
Nestorianism  since  he  attacked  Cyril's  Anathemas  and  openly  supported  his  friend 
Nestorius.  We  have  already  seen  that  by  the  order  of  the  imperial  representatives  he  was 
accepted  as  member  of  the  council.  Now  he  had  to  give  assurances  about  his  faith  in 
order  to  be  reinstated  to  his  see.  The  bishops  received  him  with  obvious  suspicion  if  not 
contempt.  They  asked  him  straight  away  to  anathematise  Nestorius  333  Theodoret  replied 
that  he  had  given  the  papal  legates  statements  of  his  faith  which  could  sufficiently  prove 
his  orthodoxy.  534  Unswayed,  the  bishops  insisted  that  he  pronounce  an  unequivocal 
anathema  against  Nestorius  at  once.  After  Theodoret  failed  to  comply  to  four  demands 
to  specifically  condemn  Nestorius,  the  bishops  lost  patience:  `He  is  a  Nestorian! 
... 
Expel 
the  Nestorian!  ""  In  the  face  of  an  anathema  against  himself  this  time  Theodoret  was 
quick  to  submit:  `Anathema  to  Nestorius,  and  to  everyone  who  does  not  call  the  Holy 
Virgin  Mary  "Theotokos"  and  divides  the  only-begotten  Son  into  two  Sons.  I  have  also 
subscribed  the  definition  of  faith  and  the  letter  of  Leo  and  I  believe  alike.  '536  After  that 
he  was  reinstated  as  the  bishop  of  Cyrus. 
4.5  THE  CASE  OF  IBAS 
The  case  of  Ibas  was  examined  in  sessions  X  and  XI.  As  we  have  seen  the  former 
bishop  of  Edessa  had  been  accused  by  some  of  his  clerics  of  misconduct  and  Nestorian 
beliefs.  Subsequently  he  was  tried  in  Berytus  (26  October  448)  by  Photius  of  Tyre, 
Eustathius  of  Berytus  and  Uranius  of  Imeria  and  in  Tyre  (25  February  449)  by  the  first 
two  bishops  but  was  acquitted  for  lack  of  substantial  incriminating  evidence.  One  year 
later,  however,  at  Ephesus  II,  he  fell  victim  of  Dioscorus'  unscrupulousness  and  was 
deposed.  Now  at  Chalcedon,  and  in  the  process  of  the  revision  of  the  decisions  of 
Ephesus  II,  it  was  his  turn  to  plea  for  his  vindication  and  reinstatement. 
The  council  first  examined  the  minutes  of  the  trials  in  Berytus  and  Tyre.  It  is 
interesting  that  after  the  Letter  to  Mans  had  been  read,  Ibas  said  that  he  was  innocent  of 
the  accusations  made  against  him.  "'  Did  this  mean  that  he  denied  that  he  was  the  author 
S3.  Oso&r  prjros  apri  dva&pariay.  ACO  IT,  1,3,  p.  9,3. 
534  Ibid.,  p.  9,4-7. 
535  Ibid.,  p.  9,25-26. 
s'6  Ibid.,  p.  9,27-31.  This  denunciation  of  Nestorius  by  Theodoret  was  later  to  be  dismissed  by  the 
Monophysites  as  insincere. 
S"  Kai  raiv  .  7raZO'  vrcov  pot  d  Aorpzös  Eipt  rcai  ßiav.  E,  ranov.  Ibid.,  p.  34,  no  139. 122 
of  the  controversial  letter  as  Justinian  will  argue  later  on?  We  cannot  be  certain, 
although  this  is  a  possible  interpretation  of  his  words.  In  any  case,  in  our  view,  it 
became  clear  that  Ibas  denounced  the  content  of  the  letter. 
The  proceedings  of  Ephesus  II  were  not  read.  The  papal  legates  saw  no  point  in 
consulting  the  minutes  of  a  council  which  was  not  recognised  by  the  Pope  and  therefore 
was  null  and  void.  "'  The  rest  of  the  bishops  also  rejected  the  validity  of  the 
Latrocinium.  Then  the  imperial  representatives  asked  the  'council  to  give  its  verdict  on 
Ibas.  Following  the  lead  of  the  papal  legates  the  bishops  reinstated  Ibas.  At  this  point  it 
must  be  noted  that  from  the  minutes  the  council  does  not  appear  to  have  passed 
judgement  specifically  on  the  Letter  to  Maris.  The  only  specific  references  to  the  Letter 
were  made  by  the  papal  legates  and  Maximus  of  Antioch  (he  was  appointed  by  the 
Council  to  succeed  Domnus).  In  particular  the  papal  legates  said:  `Now  that  his  letter 
has  been  read,  we  ascertain  that  he  is  orthodox'.  53'  Similarly  Maximus  declared:  `from 
the  reading  of  the  copy  of  the  letter  which  was  submitted  by  his  [Ibas']  accuser,  his  faith 
was  proven  orthodox'.  sao  Juvenal  of  Jerusalem  (among  the  leaders  at  Ephesus  II),  who 
spoke  immediately  after  Maximus,  offers  a  different  viewpoint.  He  said  that  he  accepted 
Ibas  as  one  who  returns  from  heresy  and  for  reasons  of  charity.  "'  All  the  other  bishops 
whose  views  are  recorded  said  that  they  accepted  Ibas  since  he  denounced  all  the 
accusations  brought  against  him  by  his  accusers  (i.  e.  including  the  ideas  expressed  in  the 
Letter  to  Maris).  542  Even  so,  and  after  the  above  favourable  views  had  been  expressed, 
the  council  demanded  that  Ibas  once  again  clearly  anathematise  Nestorius  and 
Eutyches.  sa'  To  this  demand  Ibas  promptly  replied  that  he  once  again  anathematised 
both  heretics.  "' 
We  think  that  it  is  evident  that  the  council  did  not  spare  time  to  examine 
theologically  the  content  of  the  controversial  letter.  If  it  had  done,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
it  would  have  clearly  denounced  it.  Such  a  clearly  Cyrillian  council  would  have  never 
S3'  Ibid.,  p.  38,  nos  143-144. 
039  dvayvwxOFEia,  q  ydp  rij  hrtaro2rjs  avrov'  Ebreyvwpcv  aiirdv  üzäp  'etv  6pL968oýov.  Ibid.,  p. 
39,  no  161. 
540  Kai  eK  rots  d  vayvc  a  vros  8E  dvrtypa  ov  rr;  brtvroAi7s  roü'rpomeoptvt9'svros'rapä  rov" 
dvrnöIKOV  avroü  öpOöSoýoq  oYq'  rh  avrov  15  Öizi  yopta.  Ibid.,  p.  40,  no  163. 
541  rots  bcurrpepovzas  rj  OEia  ypaprj  KC2eIS.  t  8EzL9rivat,  St'  J  Kai  roes  dird  atpertKwv 
SE,  xöp  ha.  ö  &v  ovvopo  röv  E62a/3EVrarov  y7Qav  gft2avOpw7ria;  rvze  v  r(7  Kai'  yepom 
etvat  E;  ri  rq7  Erec6at  aürdv  rov  bnwKolrzKoi  dýta;  paros  öpLP  Soýov  övra.  Ibid.,  p.  40,  no 
164. 
542  Ibid.,  pp.  40-4  1. 
543  Ibid.,  p.  42,  no  179. 
544  Ibid.,  p.  42,  no  180. 123 
endorsed  as  orthodox  a  letter  that  calls  Cyril's  teaching  `apollinarian'  and  questions  the 
propriety  of  the  actions  of  Ephesus  I.  Just  like  Theodoret,  Ibas  was  received  only  so 
long  as  he  repeatedly  anathematised  Nestorius  and,  subsequently,  de  facto  the  contents 
of  the  Letter  to  Maris.  Yet,  the  question  remains:  what  did  the  papal  legates  and 
Maximus  of  Antioch  mean  by  saying  that  Ibas  was  proven  orthodox  after  the  letter  was 
read?  If  by  saying  that,  they  agreed  that  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas  were  indeed 
Apollinarian  and  that  Ephesus  I  was  unfair  to  Nestorius,  the  papal  legates,  in  particular, 
would  have  been  in  opposition  to  their  own  christological  outlook  and  the  actions  of 
Pope  Celestine,  Xestus  and,  even  Leo,  who  had  praised  Cyril  and  Ephesus  I.  Even  if  that 
was  the  case,  why  did  the  rest  of  the  council  not  react  against  such  a  clear  attack  on 
Cyril?  In  our  view,  at  least  in  the  case  of  the  papal  legates,  this  dvaywoo-  sIorls  yap 
ri7q  irtoroAr7s  aüroti  means  simply  that  `now  that  this  letter  has  been  read  and  Ibas 
has  denounced  its  teaching  we  can  safely  say  that  he  is  orthodox'. 
This  vague  attitude  towards  the  Letter  of  Maris  conduced  to  the  great 
misunderstanding  that  surrounded  the  council  of  Chalcedon  by  giving  the  Monophysites 
one  more  reason  to  dismiss  the  Chalcedonian  doctrine  as  a  vindication  of  Nestorius. 
This  summary  of  what  happened  at  Chalcedon  showed  that  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  the  bishops  at  Chalcedon  strongly  favoured  a  doctrinal  solution  on  the  basis 
of  Cyril's  teaching.  The  final  result  should  not  have  disappointed  them.  It  might  not 
have  included  the  `out  of  two  natures'  formula  which  they  so  strongly  favoured,  yet  that 
was  not  necessarily  a  disadvantage.  For  the  final  Horos  definitely  gave  a  more  precise 
answer  to  the  Eutychian  challenge  while  remaining  faithful  to  Cyril.  The  `in  two 
natures'  formula  was  orthodox  and  Cyrillian  as  long  as  it  was  properly  qualified.  This 
qualification  was  adequately  given  by  the  committee  in  stressing  the  one  hypostasis  of 
Christ  and  its  identification  with  the  Logos. 
However  it  should  be  noted  that,  despite  their  Cyrillian  outlook,  the  Chalcedonian 
fathers  had  departed  from  the  usage  of  terms  employed  by  the  Alexandrine  father  (who 
often  identified  physis  with  hypostasis)  if  not  from  his  central  idea.  Crucially, 
Chalcedon  sanctioned  a  terminological  shift  that  had  happened  in  a  matter  of  a  few 
years,  and  which  identified  physis  with  ousia  and  hypostasis  with  prosopon.  This 
change  became  obvious,  as  we  have  seen,  in  the  confession  of  Flavian  who,  taking 
physis  to  mean  ousia,  interpreted  the  `one  physis'  formula  as  a  dyophysite  statement 
(the  `one  physis  of  the  Logos'  was  indicating  the  divinity  while  the  `incarnate'  the 
humanity).  Chalcedon,  too,  used  nature  or  physis  as  synonymous  to  ousia.  This is  why  it 124 
rejected  any  use  of  the  `one  physis'  formula:  in  the  new  terminology  that  meant  `one 
ousia'  which  was  apparently  heretical.  In  any  case  it  is  certain  that  by  saying  `in  two 
natures'  Chalcedon  meant  `two  ousiai'  and  not  `two  hypostases'. 
This  terminological  shift  perfectly  preserved  all  the  Cyrillian  tenets.  Given  that  in 
Cyril's  system  physis  is  the  concrete  `being,  '  namely  the  Chalcedonian  hypostasis,  it  is 
our  view  that  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  would  not  have  objected  to  the  use  of  the  `one 
physis'  formula  in  the  sense  that  two  perfect  ousiai  formed  one  Christ  whose  hypostasis 
is  that  of  the  Logos. 
But  that  was  not  at  all  obvious  to  the  Alexandrines  who  could  not  be  happy  by  the 
developments  at  Chalcedon.  In  addition  to  not  making  use  of  the  Cyrillian  language, 
Chalcedon  said  nothing  against  Theodore,  the  author  of  Nestorianism,  whose  ideas  were 
very  much  alive  at  the  time  of  Chalcedon,  as  we  saw  in  the  case  of  Ibas.  The 
reinstatement  of  the  Nestorianisers,  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  and  Ibas  of  Edessa  only 
reinforced  the  strict  Cyrillians'  view  of  Chalcedon  as  a  vindication  of  Nestorius.  In 
addition  to  this,  the  mere  fact  that  Chalcedon  issued  a  Definition  was  seen  as  a  violation 
of  the  provision  made  at  Ephesus  I  that  no  other  Creed  should  be  added  to  that  of 
Nicaea.  There  is  no  doubt  that  on  the  face  of  it  the  accusers  of  Chalcedon  had  a  point. 
One  can  argue  that  if  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  had  wanted  to  be  faithful  to  Cyril,  as  the 
majority  of  them  so  many  times  declared  in  the  Council,  they  should  have  made  more 
express  use  of  his  language,  and  reproach  his  enemies.  However,  one  must  appreciate 
the  special  circumstances,  i.  e.  the  need  for  a  clear  condemnation  of  the  Eutychian 
Monophysitism.  For  this  purpose  the  terminology  of  the  Tome  was  very  fitting.  As 
regards  the  provision  of  Ephesus  I  that  no  new  creed  other  than  that  of  Nicaea  should  be 
issued,  we  have  seen  that  it  was  only  with  great  reluctance  that  the  fathers  drafted  the 
Horos.  The  sole  purpose  of  this  was  to  declare  the  reality  of  Christ's  humanity  against 
the  Eutychian  confused  doctrine  and  not  to  add  to  the  previous  symbols.  It  is  fair  to  say 
that  the  Definition  was  not  meant  to  be  a  new  creed,  but  only  an  interpretation  of  the 
Nicene  one  in  the  light  of  the  new  circumstances,  just  as  the  letters  of  Cyril  were  used  at 
Ephesus  Ito  clarify  the  faith.  "' 
In  any  case  an  effort  to  explain  this  cohesion  between  Chalcedon  and  Cyril  and  to 
clarify  the  usage  of  the  terms  physis  and  hypostasis  at  Chalcedon  was  badly  needed. 
This  sensitive  task  is  exactly  what  the  so-called  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  along  with 
sas  Romanides,  `St.  Cyril's',  pp.  82-83. 125 
Justinian  and  ultimately  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  would  be  called  on  to  carry  out  in 
the  ensuing  years. 
Finally  a  non-theological  parameter  of  the  issue  should  be  briefly  mentioned. 
Apart  from  the  Horos,  Chalcedon  issued  a  number  of  canons  dealing  with  practical 
issues  of  the  life  of  the  Church.  Most  controversial  of  all  was  canon  28,  which  decreed 
that  the  church  of  New  Rome  should  enjoy  the  same  honour  as  that  of  the  Elder.  This,  in 
effect,  was  changing  the  order  of  seniority  of  the  five  patriarchates  of  the  Church 
(Rome,  Constantinople,  Alexandria,  Antioch,  Jerusalem)  as  it  had  been  decided  by  the 
third  canon  of  Constantinople  I  (381)  according  to  which  the  bishop  of  Rome  was  the 
most  senior  ecclesiastical  head  with  the  bishop  of  Constantinople  following  in  second 
place.  This  decision  affected  not  only  the  church  of  Rome  whose  position  as  the  prima 
sedes  was  threatened  but  also  the  other  ancient  Patriarchates  who  were  superseded  by 
the  upstart  Church  of  the  capital.  Especially  Alexandria  had  every  reason  to  be 
disappointed  as  it  saw  itself  being  relegated  from  second  place  (before  the  second 
Ecumenical  Council)  to  third.  It  is  often  maintained  that  this  rivalry  for  supremacy 
played  a  part  in  the  theological  quarrels  between  the  senior  churches  and  especially 
Rome,  Constantinople  and  Alexandria.  Although  there  is  truth  in  this  claim,  the  motives 
of  the  doctrinal  struggles  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries,  in  particular,  were  first  and 
foremost  theological.  Like  Cyril  and  Dioscorus  before  them,  the  Monophysites  of  the 
fifth  and  sixth  centuries  strove  primarily  for  the  prevalence  of  what  they  believed  was 
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CHAPTER  V 
THE  AFTERMATH  OF  CHALCEDON 
As  Evagrius  put  it,  "'  the  change  of  one  letter  (hVinstead  of  Ex)  in  the  Chalcedonian 
definition  was  reason  to  cause  an  uproar  in  the  strict  Cyrillian  strongholds  in  the  East. 
For  these  Christians,  Chalcedon,  by  adopting  Leo's  Tome,  had  vindicated  Nestorius.  sa7 
In  Alexandria,  a  violent  uprising  was  only  temporarily  suppressed  by  the  imperial  army. 
The  Chalcedonian  replacement  of  Dioscorus,  Proterius,  was  ignored  by  the  Dioscorian 
majority  who  went  on  to  elect  Timothy  `Aelurus'  ('the  Weasel')  as  their  bishop.  At  the 
alleged  instigation  of  the  latter,  the  mob  murdered  Proterius  in  the  baptistery  of  the  great 
Church  of  Alexandria.  "'  In  Jesusalem,  Juvenal  was  also  angrily  received  by  the  monks 
who  could  not  forgive  him  for  his  change  of  sides  at  Chalcedon.  The  opposition  was 
such  that  Juvenal  had  to  flee.  In  his  absence  his  opponents  elected  a  certain  Theodosius 
as  their  new  bishop  who  was  however  later  on  arrested  and  brought  to  Constantinople, 
whereas  Juvenal  was  reinstated.  "'  In  Antioch,  too,  the  former  centre  of  dyophysitism, 
the  anti-Chalcedonian  party  gained  so  much  ground  as  to  impose  its  own  bishops,  first 
Peter  `the  Fuller'  (xvaspsvs)  (470),  and  sometime  later  Severus  (512).  The  pressure  on 
the  Antiochene  camp  was  so  strong  that  even  the  famous  School  of  Edessa,  depleted 
already  by  the  death  of  its  head,  Ibas  (457),  had  to  move  to  Nissibis  in  Persia.  55°  This 
city  was  to  become  the  power-base  of  the  Nestorian  Church  led  by  the  bishop  of 
Seleucia-Ctesiphon.  55' 
The  dramatic  impact  that  the  Chalcedonian  definition  had  on  the  unity  of  the 
Church  was  soon  to  be  realised.  The  Monophysites  having  rejected  the  Definition  on  the 
grounds  that,  according  to  them,  it  was  dividing  the  one  Christ  into  two,  became 
alienated  from  the  rest  of  the  Church  -  although,  temporarily,  they  remained  in 
nominal  communion  with  the  Chalcedonian  bishops  -  and  caused  unrest  in  the  areas 
where  they  were  dominant.  This  time  the  Eastern  Church  was  not  to  be  faced  with  a 
546  HE  II,  5. 
S47  How  unfair  this  accusation  was  is  shown  by  Leo's  letter  to  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  whereby  he 
urged  the  Fathers  to  remain  particularly  faithful  to  the  decisions  of  Ephesus  against  Nestorius:  of 
pevrotyv  rrjs  xporepas  iv  'EgEoq  avvööou,  rj,  rivos  ö  rrjs  dytas  uvrjdrls  KvptA2os  rorr 
xporjSpsvsv,  xard  Neoropfov  tätx6;  opoi  Stapevtrwaav,  prj  ;  rwq  rj  rör.  r  xaraSaxacT&ioa 
Svaaffieza  Std  roJro  xaO'  6rioüv  Eavzrjv  ährarrjcr 
, 
örur  p  EüzvXrjs  Stxatw; 
dvaOepartvneis  xarq,  %6Arjrat.  ACO  II,  1,1,  p.  32. 
548  Evagrius,  HE  ti,  8.  A  different  account  is  given  by  Zachariah  according  to  which  Proterius  was  killed 
by  an  imperial  soldier.  Chronicle,  Iv,  2,  p.  66. 
sag  Evagrius,  HE  II,  5;  Zachariah,  III,  3,5,9. 
￿°  For  the  history  of  the  School  of  Nisibis  see  A.  VSÖbus,  History  of  the  School  of  Nisibis,  CSCO, 
Subsidia  26  (Louvain,  1965). 
"'  Meyendorff,  Imperial,  p.  194. 127 
mere  theological  disagreement.  The  Monophysite  movement  carried  along  masses  of 
Christian  population  in  Egypt,  Syria,  Palestine  and  Armenia  shaking  thus  the  unity  of 
not  only  the  Church  but  the  Empire  as  well.  It  was  a  bitter  conflict  gradually  to  be 
evolved  -  one  century  later  -  into  a  schism  with  enormous  theological,  ecclesiastical 
and  political  consequences.  The  gravity  of  the  matter  provoked  a  series  of  attempts  by 
the  Roman  Emperors  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries  to  solve  the  dispute  by  favouring 
the  side  that  they  thought  was  right  or  politically  important. 
5.1  LEO  AND  THE  CODEX  ENCYCLIUS 
Emperor  Leo  I  (457-474)  turned  to  the  problem.  In  a  letter  (October  457),  he  asked  the 
bishops"'  to  consult  their  provincial  synods  and  give  him  their  views  on  the  two 
burning  questions  of  the  day:  a)  whether  Timothy  Aelurus  was  legitimately  made  the 
bishop  of  Alexandria,  and  b)  whether  the  latter  was  right  to  reject  Chalcedon  and  call  for 
a  new  council.  "'  In  other  words,  Leo  was  calling  for  an  episcopal  referendum  on 
Chalcedon.  In  their  replies,  which  form  the  Codex  Encyclius,  ssa  the  vast  majority  of  the 
bishops  supported  Chalcedon  and  rejected  the  validity  of  Timothy's  consecration.  "' 
Only  one  synod,  under  the  presidency  of  Amphilochius  of  Sidon,  rejected  Chalcedon  ss6 
But  even  they  disapproved  of  the  way  Timothy  had  become  the  bishop  of  Alexandria. 
In  the  thought  of  some  of  the  bishops,  we  can  see  the  early  signs  of  what  was  to  be 
called  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  ss'  For  instance  the  letter  of  the  synod  of  Armenia  Prima 
regarded  Chalcedon  as  agreeing  not  only  with  Nicaea  and  Constantinople  I,  but  also 
with  Ephesus  I  and  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas.  The  Chalcedonian  Definition  was  a 
correct  exposition  of  faith  provided  that  it  was  correctly  understood  . 
55'  Similarly, 
Alypius  of  Caesarea,  in  Cappadocia,  claims  that  Chalcedon  and  Cyril  are  at  one.  The 
latter's  faith,  especially  as  expressed  in  the  Twelve  Anathemas,  is  universally 
accepted.  '"  Also,  the  letter  of  Epiphanius  of  Perge,  sbo  in  Pamphylia,  stated  that 
Chalcedon  was  not  in  itself  a  symbol  of  faith  (mathema  fidel)  but  a  `shield'  (scutum) 
ssz  Evagrius  informs  us  that  the  Emperor  sent  his  letter  to  distinguished  ascetics,  too,  best  known  among 
them  being  Simeon  the  Stylite.  Simeon's  reply  was  in  favor  of  Chalcedon.  HE  Ii,  10. 
5"  ACO  II,  5,  p.  11;  Evagrius,  HE  II,  9;  Zachariah,  Chronicle,  IV,  5. 
u,  ACO  II,  5,  pp.  11  ff. 
sss  Zachariah  attributes  this  result  to  the  influence  exerted  on  the  bishops  by  Anatolius.  Chronicle,  IV,  8. 
556  Evagrius,  HE  II,  10;  Zachariah,  Chronicle,  Iv,  7,  ed.  Hamilton,  p.  74.  The  text  of  Amphilochius'  reply 
is  not  included  in  the  Coder  Encyclius,  but  is  found  in  Michael  the  Syrian,  Chronicle,  ed.  by  J.  B.  Chabot, 
ii  (Paris,  1901),  pp.  145-148.  Zachariah  attributes  this  result  to  the  influence  exerted  on  the  bishops  by 
Anatolius.  Chronicle,  Iv,  8. 
ssý  See  Moeller,  `Le  chalcedonisme',  p.  667-669. 
sss  ACO  If,  5,  p.  70.  Moeller,  `Le  chalcedonisme',  p.  668. 
sss  ACO  II,  5,  p.  76. 
...  ACO  II,  5,  pp.  58-59. 128 
against  those  who  denied  Christ's  perfect  humanity.  Even  more  importantly  Epiphanius 
does  not  see  any  difference  between  Chalcedon's  `in  two  natures',  and  Cyril's  `out  of 
two'  and  `one  incarnate  nature'.  In  fact,  the  latter  formula  makes  its  point  much  more 
clearly.  "' 
The  replies  of  the  bishops  obviously  do  not  touch  upon  the  theological  intricacies 
of  the  debate.  However,  they  indicate  that  the  agreement  between  the  Alexandrian  father 
and  Fourth  Council,  rather  than  being  a  later  day  invention  by  the  `Neo-Chalcedonians', 
was  a  firm  conviction  of  a  majority  in  the  Church  at  the  time  of  Chalcedon  and 
immediately  after  it. 
5.2  THE  HENOTIKON  OF  ZENO 
The  attempts  to  bring  about  peace  and  reconciliation  in  the  Church  continued  in  the 
reigns  of  Zeno  (474-475  and  476-491)  and  Anastasius  I  (491-518).  Zeno's  reign  was 
interrupted  by  the  usurper  Basiliscus'  (475-476)  short  spell  in  power.  Basiliscus  thought 
that  having  the  Monophysites  on  his  side  would  consolidate  his  rule.  Thus,  in  his 
Encyclical,  a  letter  to  the  exiled  Timothy  Aelurus,  he  anathematised  Chalcedon  and  the 
Tome  of  Leo  in  so  far  as  they  went  beyond  the  faith  of  the  three  first  Ecumenical 
councils.  The  Eutychian  doctrine  -  though  anonymously  -  was  condemned,  too.  562 
The  reception  of  this  anti-Chalcedonian  document  is  a  clear  indication  of  the  degree  of 
at  least  the  uncertainty  about,  if  not  clear  rejection  of,  Chalcedon  in  the  East.  The 
Encyclical  was  subscribed  by  about  five  hundred161  or  seven  hundred16'  bishops  in  Asia 
and  the  East,  including,  of  course,  Timothy  Aelurus  and  Peter  the  `Fuller'.  Yet  this 
rather  clumsy  attempt  to  annul  Chalcedon  eventually  foundered  on  the  resolute  reaction 
of  Acacius  of  Constantinople  (472-489)  and  the  monks  of  the  capital  who  forced 
Basiliscus  to  a  humiliating  withdrawal  of  the  Encyclical.  161 
More  prudential  an  effort  was  that  of  Zeno.  In  a  letter,  again  to  the  Alexandrians, 
known  as  the  Henotikon166  (instrument  of  unity)  (482)  he  tried  to  bypass  the  issue  of  the 
Chalcedonian  doctrine  rather  than  address  it.  The  importance  of  the  Henotikon  is  greater 
56'  Nihil  enim  dPert  sine  duarum  naturarum  unitas  inconfusa  dicatur  sive  ex  duabus  eodem  modo 
referatur.  sed  neque  si  una  dicatur  verbi  natura,  inferatur  autem  incarnata,  aliud  quid  significat,  sed 
idem  honestiori  sermone  declarat.  ACO  II,  5,  p.  59,20-25. 
562  Evagrius,  HE  III,  4;  Zachariah,  V,  2;  Engl.  trans.  in  P.  R.  Coleman-Norton,  Roman  State  and  Christian 
Church:  A  Collection  of  Legal  Documents  to  A.  D.  535,3  vols  (London:  SPCK,  1966),  III,  no  524,  pp. 
915-917. 
563  Evagrius  HE  111,5. 
564  Zachariah,  v,  2-3. 
565  Evagrius  HE  III,  7;  Zachariah,  v,  5. 
566  Evagrius,  HE  111  14;  CN  527,  pp.  925-927. 129 
than  is  usually  acknowledged  as  it  was  the  only  conciliatory  attempt  by  any  post- 
Chalcedonian  Emperor  which  was  successful,  even  though  temporarily.  This  document 
acknowledged  the  union  of  divinity  and  humanity  in  Christ  but  did  not  make  clear 
whether  there  was  one  or  two  natures  after  the  union.  To  avoid  conflict,  Zeno  shunned 
the  use  of  both  the  `in  two  natures'  and  `one  nature  after  the  union'  formulae.  In  fact,  he 
made  no  use  of  any,  of  the  controversial  terms  (physis,  hypostasis  and  prosopon).  He 
did,  however,  make  it  clear  that  the  criteria  for  orthodoxy  were  the  Creed  of  Nicaea  and 
Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas  which  he  considered  part  of  the  credo  of  Ephesus  I.  Christ 
was  acknowledged  as  one  Son,  one  subject,  of  whom  both  the  miracles  and  the 
sufferings  were  predicated.  He  truly  became  man  having  united  in  Him  divinity  and 
humanity  in  a  manner  that  excludes  division  or  confusion.  In  Cyrillian  as  well  as 
Chalcedonian  fashion,  the  Emperor  proclaimed  Mary  to  be  Theotokos  and 
acknowledged  the  Logos'  double  consubstantiality  which,  as  we  have  seen,  was  the  key 
anti-Eutychian  as  well  as  anti-Nestorian  principle.  In  fact  both  Nestorius  and  Eutyches 
are  condemned  by  name.  The  so  called  `theopaschite  formula'  ('one  of  -the  Trinity 
became  incarnate')  is  also  professed. 
Although,  there  was  no  direct  attack  on  the  doctrine  of  Chalcedon  in  the 
Henotikon,  the  fact  that  it  proscribed  any  definition  other  than  that  of  Nicaea  combined 
with  the  vague  anathema  against  `every  one  who  has  held  or  holds  any  other  [i.  e.  than 
the  symbol  of  Nicaea]  opinion,  either  at  the  present  or  another  time,  whether  at 
Chalcedon  or  in  any  synod  whatever""  was  a  de  facto  annulment  of  Chalcedon's 
special  contribution.  Nevertheless,  the  Henotikon  judged  on  its  own  was  not  deviant, 
for,  as  we  mentioned,  it  acknowledged  one  Christ  in  perfect  divinity  and  perfect 
humanity.  What  it  was  lacking  was  a  mention  of  the  distinct  existence  of  the  natures  in 
Christ  as  formulated  at  Chalcedon.  It  was  obvious  that  Zeno  attempted  to  show  that  it 
was  possible  to  confess  the  orthodox  faith  without  the  use  of  the  controversial  terms  and 
formulae.  Such  a  doctrinal  minimalism,  however,  was  risky. 
The  Henotikon  was  remarkably  successful  in  the  East.  Acacius,  S68  in  an  act  of 
moderation,  subscribed  to  it  as  did  the  anti-Chalcedonian  bishops  who  were  now  re- 
united  with  the  Catholic  Church.  Remarkably,  in  his  letter  to  Acacius,  the  archbishop  of 
sb'  Engl.  tr.  from  A  History  of  the  Church,  ed.  by  H.  Bohn,  pp.  353-354. 
she  Zachariah  says  that  Acacius  was  an  anti-Chalcedonian  and  that  prior  to  his  elevation  to  the  throne  of 
Constantinople  he  had  promised  to  abolish  Leo's  Tome  and  the  decisions  of  Chalcedon.  Chronicle,  IV,  11, 
pp.  80-81.  This  however  was  not  justified  by  his  policy  which  was  rather  one  of  moderate 
Chalcedonianism. 130 
the  Monophysite  majority  in  Alexandria,  Peter  Mongos,  acknowledged  that  Acacius  had 
convinced  them  that  the  `holy'  and  `ecumenical'  council  of  Chalcedon  was  consonant 
with  the  symbol  of  Nicaea.  S69  Yet  this  reunion  was  to  be  short-lived.  Almost 
immediately  after  the  union,  the  hard-liners  of  both  camps  reacted.  Certain  monastic 
communities  of  Alexandria  broke  communion  with  Peter  Mongus  on  account  of  his 
acceptance  of  Chalcedon  and  established  autonomous  communities  without  a  bishop; 
hence  they  were  called  Akephaloi  ('the  headless  ones').  "'  At  the  same  time,  Pope  Felix 
III  (483-492)  excommunicated  Acacius  (484).  The  schism  between  West  and  East  was 
completed  when  Acacius  reciprocated.  This  separation  between  `old'  and  `new  Rome' 
was  to  last  for  35  years  (484-519).  "' 
If  Zeno  implicitly  disavowed  Chalcedon  by  side-stepping  it,  his  successor 
Anastasius  openly  supported  Monophysitism,  despite  his  profession  at  his  enthronement 
to  protect  the  orthodox  doctrine.  In  his  Letter  against  all  heretics..  (505),  Anastasius 
confirmed  his  loyalty  to  the  councils  of  Nicaea,  Constantinople  and  Ephesus  I,  as  well 
as  the  Henotikon.  He  also  confessed  his  faith  in  one  Christ  after  the  incarnation,  which 
for  him  necessarily  meant  that  one  should  confess  Christ  to  be  `out  of  two  natures' 
before  the  union  and  in  `one  incarnate  nature'  after  it.  Accordingly,  Anastasius 
anathematised  Chalcedon,  Leo  and  his  Tome  adding  that  their  error  lay  in  their  being 
contrary  to  Cyril's  Twelve  Chapters.  S7' 
Anastasius'  reign  saw  the  rise  of  Monophysitism.  The  leading  Monophysite 
theologians  Philoxenus  (or  Xenaias)  of  Mabbug  (Hierapolis)  (d.  523)  and  Severus  of 
Antioch  (d.  539)  found  in  him  a  supporter.  Severus  was  even  made  Patriarch  of  Antioch 
(512). 
Obviously  that  was  a  time  of  great  confusion,  both  theological  and  ecclesiastical. 
As  Evagrius  tells  us  `during  these  times..  .  the  synod  of  Chalcedon  was  neither  openly 
proclaimed  in  the  most  holy  churches,  nor  yet  was  repudiated  by  all...  the  churches  in 
general  were  divided  into  distinct  factions,  and  their  presidents  did  not  even  admit  each 
other  to  communion'.  574  A  great  step  towards  the  prevalence  of  Chalcedon  will  be  made 
with  the  ascension  of  Justin  1  (519)  and  later  Justinian  I  to  the  throne  of  Constantinople. 
569  Evagrius,  HE,  III,  17. 
570  Leontius  Schol.,  De  sectis,  PG,  86,  pt  I,  1229B;  See  Frend,  p.  180. 
S"  Evagrius,  HE,  III,  30. 
572  The  letter  survived  in  Armenian.  Eng.  trans.  by  F.  Conybeare,  'Anecdota  Monophysitarum,  '  American 
Journal  of  Theology  9  (1905),  719-740  (pp.  739-740);  and  CN,  542,  pp.  950-95  1. 
57  Ibid,  p.  951. 
574  HE,  III,  30.  Engl.  tr.  in  Bohn,  p.  367. 131 
From  the  very  beginning  of  his  reign  Justin  showed  that  he  was  determined  to  restore 
peace  in  the  Church  on  the  basis  of  a  universal  acceptance  of  Chalcedon.  He  did  this  not 
only  out  of  conviction  but  also  in  order  to  restore  unity  between  East  and  West. 
Subjugation  of  the  anti-Chalcedonians  in  Alexandria  and  Antioch  would  satisfy  Rome 
and  thus  help  remove  the  Acacian  schism.  The  resistance  of  the  Monophysites  was 
naturally  met  with  persecution.  "'  The  first  to  face  it  was  Severus  of  Antioch  who  was 
deposed  and  replaced  by  the  Chalcedonian  Paul.  576 
5.3  THEOLOGICAL  DIVISIONS 
In  purely  theological  matters  the  second  half  of  the  fifth  century  and  the  first  of  the  sixth 
were  dominated  by  Monophysite  theologians.  The  anti-Chalcedonians  could  pride 
themselves  in  having  in  their,  ranks  such  competent  theologians  as  Philoxenus  and 
Severus  who  could  campaign  for  their  cause  in  a  very  efficient  way.  At  the  same  time 
the  Chalcedonian  majority  was  hardly  capable  of  convincingly  defending  its  position. 
Not  only  did  it  lack  the  capable  theologians  required  for  such  a  task,  but,  worse  even,  its 
apologetics  almost  exclusively  rested  with  such  strict'  dyophysites  as  Theodoret  of 
Cyrus,  the  `Sleepless'  monks,  and  the  patriarchs  Gennadius  and  Macedonius  (of  whom 
we  speak  below)  whose  interpretation  of  Chalcedon  was  not  doing  justice  to  its  true  - 
Cyrillian  as  well  as  Leonine  -  character. 
After  Chalcedon  Christians  in  the  East  found  themselves  divided  into  mainly  three 
parties.  "': 
i.  The  strict  Cyrillians  or  Monophysites  S78 
These  could  be  subdivided  into  a)'  moderate  Monophysites  who  were  followers  of 
Timothy  Aelurus,  Philoxenus  and  Severus  and  were  the  majority  in  the  anti- 
Chalcedonian  camp,  and  b)  a  small  group  of  strict  Monophysites  who  were  followers  of 
Eutyches.  Both  groups  were  not  able  to  discern  the  identity  of  the  Cyrillian  thought  with 
the  Chalcedonian  definition.  The  Cyrillian  formula  `one  incarnate  physis  of  the  God- 
Logos'  being  their  ý  watchword  the  Monophysites  have  ever  since  rejected  the 
Chalcedonian  `in  two  natures'  formula. 
sn  See  Zachariah,  VIII,  5,  pp.  207-210 
576  Evagrius,  HE,  IV,  4. 
$"  Cf.  Meyendorff,  Christ,  pp.  29-30. 
578  We  use  the  term  Monophysites  retrospectively.  As  Frend  points  out,  the  term  Monophysites  is  a 
relatively  modem  one.  Contemporaries  called  those  who  opposed  Chalcedon  `Hesitants' 
(Saaapivöpevot)  and  later  on  `the  ones  who  broke  away'  (throe  Iorat)  or,  `Headless  ones' 
(dKEcoalot)  in  the  sense  that  they  did  not  have  a  canonical  ecclesiastical  head.  The  term  Monophysitism 
can  properly  be  attributed  to  the  dissidents  of  the  Chalcedonian  teaching  only  after  they  had  established 
their  own  autonomous  hierarchy  in  the  second  half  of  Justinian's  reign.  The  Rise,  p.  xiii. 132 
We  must  note,  however,  that  the  moderate  Monophysites,  from  the  very  beginning 
strove  to  show  that,  while  they  rejected  what  appeared  to  them  to  be  Nestorianism,  they 
did  not  hold  Apollinarian  or  Eutychian  ideas.  Timothy  Aelurus,  in  his  letter  to  the 
Emperor  Leo  1,579  expresses  his  adherence  to  the  doctrine  of  Nicaea  and  then,  goes  on  to 
condemn  both  those  who  `introduce  into  Him  [Christ]  the  cleavage  in  two,  and  divide 
asunder  even  the  dispensation  of  the  only-begotten  Son  of  God'  and  those  who  `say 
with  respect  to  His  Body  that  it  was  taken  from  Heaven,  or  that  God  the  Word  was 
changed,  or  that  He  suffered  in  His  own  Nature;  and  who  do  not  confess  that  to  a  human 
body  what  pertains  to  the  soul  derived  from  us  was  united'.  "'  For  Timothy,  Leo's  Tome, 
just  like  the  doctrine  of  Nestorius,  was  contrary  to  Nicaea,  which  did  not  speak  of 
`natures,  and  persons,  and  properties',  still  less  divide  them.  What  Nicaea  did  was  to 
predicate  all  properties  of  the  One  incarnate  Logos.  Chalcedon  must  also  be  rejected  for 
it  too  divides  `the  dispensation'. 
Similarly,  Timothy  expressed  his  adherence  to  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  perfect 
humanity  in  two  letters  against  the  Eutychians  Isaiah,  bishop  of  Hermopolis  and 
Theophilus,  a  presbyter  of  Alexandria.  "'  In  his  second  letter  Timothy  says  that  the 
condition  for  these  Eutychians'  acceptance  into  the  Church  is  to  confess  that  Christ's 
body  was  consubstantial  with  ours.  582  Clearly  for  Timothy,  as  for  Philoxenus  and 
Severus,  divinity  and  humanity  are  united  in  the  one  physis  of  Christ  without  confusion 
or  change  of  the  one  into  the  other.  Timothy  and  Philoxenus,  in  particular,  would  firmly 
advocate  for  the  one  physis  or  hypostasis  formula  as  the  only  safeguard  against  the 
Nestorian  doctrine  of  `two  Sons'.  Any  mention  of  the  number  `two'  with  regard  to 
natures  introduces  `enumeration'  in  Christ  which  is  what  Nestorius  did.  But  no  one 
should  think  that  the  `one  physis  after  the  union'  is  the  same  as  Eutyches'  `two  natures 
before  the  union-one  after  it'.  "'  For  there  were  never  two  natures,  either  before  or  after 
the  union,  but  only  one.  584 
Whereas  the  doctrine  of  these  Monophysites  was  formally  Cyrillian,  it  is  not  at  all 
certain  if  it  was  essentially  so.  Like  Dioscorus,  Timothy  and  Philoxenus  refused  to  take 
into  account  Cyril's  dyophysite  statements.  According  to  Leontius  of  Jerusalem, 
Timothy,  in  particular,  went  even  further.  He  blamed  Cyril  for  the  confusion  in  the 
s"  This  is  Timothy's  answer  to  the  Codex  Encyclius. 
sao  Zachariah,  IV,  6,  p.  71. 
sa'  Zachariah,  IV,  12,  pp.  96-99. 
582  Ibid.,  p.  97.  Cf.  ibid.,  v,  4. 
sa'  See  Part  One,  Chapter  II. 
584  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  p.  261-262. 133 
churches  because  he  did  not  abide  by  his  original  `one  physis'  doctrine,  but  tried  to 
analyse  it  unnecessarily  and  so  ended  up  using  the  phrase  `two  natures',  sss 
Severus  ofAntioch 
Severus586  is  considered  by  the  Monophysites  the  most  revered  theologian  after  Cyril 
and  Dioscorus.  sg'  His  polemic  against  Chalcedon  as  expressed  especially  in  his  major 
anti-Chalcedonian  works  PhilalethesS88  and  Liber  contra  impium  Grammaticums89 
consisted  in  the  following  points:  Chalcedon  a)  rejected  the  `one  physis  of  the  Logos 
incarnate'  as  established  by  the  Fathers,  b)  did  not  clearly  mention  the  Cyrillian  `union 
according  to  hypostasis',  c)  did  not  include  the  also  Cyrillian  formula  `out  of  two 
natures';  instead  it  used  the  `Nestorian'  `in  two  natures'.  "' 
Despite  this  criticism  against  Chalcedon  Severus'  doctrine  was  not  that  of 
Eutyches  whom  he  clearly  condemned.  In  his  thought  Christ  was  perfect  God  and 
perfect  man,  both  consubstantial  with  God  according  to  His  divinity  and  with  us 
according  to  His  humanity.  Yet  after  the  incarnation  one  could  only  speak  of  `one  nature 
of  the  Logos  incarnate'.  Severus  was  adamant  in  his  rejection  of  the  `in  two  natures' 
formula.  Christ  truly  became  man  but  his  humanity  was  never  a  nature.  He  was  a  single 
physis  or  hypostasis,  that  of  the  Logos.  Where  is  then  this  real  humanity  realised? 
Severus'  answer  was  that  the  one  Christ,  being  perfect  man  as  well  as  God,  possessed 
all  the  idioms  (iäuvpara)  proper  to  manhood. 
In  Severus'  christological  thought  `physis'  is  understood  not  in  the  sense  of 
`ousia'  but  in  that  of  `hypostasis,  '  of  the  concrete  being.  This  is  why  he  never  spoke  of 
`one  ousia'  in  Christ.  He  is  aware  that  `physis'  can  mean  `ousia'  (as  in  triadology)  but 
he  refuses  to  make  this  identification  in  Christology,  because  Christ  is  a  unique  being. 
In  him  hypostasis  and  physis  are  identified  since  He  is  the  only  person  who  is  both  God 
and  man. 
Obviously  then  Severus'  `one  physis'  does  not  mean  `one  ousia,  '  one  element.  He 
is  even  prepared  to  accept  the  existence  of  two  physes  in  Christ.  Yet  he  clearly  refuses 
...  Contra  Monophysitas,  PG  86,  pt  IT,  1849BC  and  also  PG  86,  pt  I;  276. 
586  On  the  life  of  Severus  see  J.  Lebon,  `La  christologie  du  monophysisme  syrien',  Chalkedon  I,  p.  426f, 
n.  4;  W.  A.  Wingram,  The  Separation  of  the  Monophysites  (London:  1923),  pp.  57-60;  Frend,  pp.  201  ff; 
R.  Chesnut,  Three  Monophysite  Christologies  (Oxford:  1976),  pp.  4-5. 
587  On  Severus'  christology  see  Lebon,  Le  monophysisme;  idem,  `La  christologie,  '  Chesnut,  pp.  10-55;  N. 
Zabolotsky,  `The  Christology  of  Severus  of  Antioch',  Ekklesiastikos  Pharos,  58  (Pts.  3-4)  (1976),  357- 
386;  Meyendorff,  Christ,  pp.  40-45;  lain  R.  Torrance,  Christology  after  Chalcedon:  Severus  of  Antioch 
and  Sergius  the  Monophysite  (Norwich,  1988);  Grillmeier,  Christ  IT,  2,  pp.  21-173. 
sae  Le  Philalethe,  ed.  and  trans.  by  R.  Hespel,  CSCO,  Scriptores  Syri  69  (Louvain:  1952). 
589  J.  Lebon,  ed.  and  trans.,  CSCO,  Scriptores  Syri,  Series  IV,  4-6  (Paris  and  Louvain:  1929-1938) 
S90  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  pp.  256-259. 134 
to  consider  them  separately.  Rather,  as  Cyril  taught  they  can  only  be  considered  `in 
contemplation',  i.  e.  theoretically  (Kar'  E2rivotav,  or  by  &  O)pig)  S9' 
The  only  legitimate  `dyophysite'  formula  for  Severus  was  the  `out  of  two  natures' 
(hK  Svo  Spvos(Ov)  which  was  used  by  Cyril  in  his  Laetentur  Coeli.  There,  says  Severus, 
by  using  the  `out  of  two'  formula,  Cyril  showed  that  his  agreement  with  the  Formulary 
did  not  mean  an  acceptance  of  the  Antiochene  `in  two  natures'.  A  logical  question  at 
this  point  is:  does  Severus'  `out  of  two'  mean  that  there  existed  two  natures  before  the 
incarnation?  This  idea  is  absurd,  he  answers,  since  only  the  divine  nature  is  eternal, 
whereas  the  flesh  came  into  existence  at  the  moment  of  the  incarnation.  "'  Then  what  is 
the  meaning  of  the  formula  `out  of  two  natures'?  Samuel,  a  modem  anti-Chalcedonian 
author,  interprets  it  as  meaning  two  things:  `On  the  one  hand,  it  conserves  the  emphasis 
that  in  Christ  there  was  a  union  of  God  the  Son  with  an  individuated  manhood,  and  on 
the  other  that  Christ  was  unceasingly  a  continuation  of  that  union.  So  Christ  was  always 
"of  (Ex)  two  natures";  and  thus  He  was  at  once  perfect  God  and  perfect  man  being  "of 
the  same  substance  with  God  the  Father"  and  "of  the  same  substance  with  us"'.  "' 
Since  he  clearly  admits  that  both  elements  are  real  in  Christ,  Severus  needs  to 
explain  how  they  were  accommodated  in  the  one  nature  or  hypostasis.  His  explanation 
was  that  that  one  physis  or  hypostasis  was  `composite'  (pia  rpüatq  or  ü  tr  crrac  q 
avv&rog).  59a  This  one  physis  or  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  incarnate  was  the  one  who 
performed  all  the  actions  (hcpyrjpaza)  although  these  can  be  distinguished  in  divine 
and  human. 
These  ideas  became  the  official  christology  of  the  main  Monophysite  body  as 
Severus  was  acknowledged  as  their  leading  theologian  in  the  sixth  century  and  beyond. 
It  is  then  apparent  that  the  Severian  Monophysites  were  not  far  away  from  the 
Chalcedonian  faith,  however  strange  that  might  have  sounded  to  the  rival  parties  at  that 
time.  Both  the  Severians  and  the  Chalcedonians  (at  least  the  Cyrillian  ones)  strove  to 
show  that  Christ  was  perfect  God  and  perfect  man  and  at  the  same  time  one  being,  one 
hypostasis,  that  of  the  Logos.  The  difference  was  mainly  terminological  and,  in 
particular,  due  to  the  different  meaning  they  attributed  to  the  term  `physis':  for  the 
Chalcedonians  it  denoted  the  common  substance  of  many  hypostases,  i.  e.  `ousia,  '  for 
the  Monophysites  the  concrete  individual  reality.  This  observation  is  very  important  for 
59'  Meyendorff,  Christ,  p.  41. 
592  V.  C.  Samuel,  `One  Incarnate  Nature  of  God  the  Word',  GOTR,  vol.  10,  pt.  2,  (1964-65)  p.  47. 
S93  Ibid.,  pp.  47-48. 
S94  Meyendorff,  Christ,  p.  41;  Feidas,  p.  680. 135 
the  study  of  the  Monophysite  movement  and  our  study,  in  particular,  as  it  was  the 
Severian  Monophysites  that  Justinian's  conciliatory  policy  aimed  at. 
ii  The  strict  dyophysites  or  Antiochene  Chalcedonians 
These  were  steadfast  adherents  of  the  Antiochene  Christology  and  in  particular  the 
Theodorene  doctrine.  Although  they  officially  rejected  Nestorius,  their  ideas  were  very 
much  akin  to  his.  For  them  Chalcedon  clearly  rehabilitated  Theodoret  and  Ibas,  and  by 
implication  endorsed  the  teaching  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  while  it  disavowed  the 
christology  of  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas.  This  group  was  encouraged  by  the  presence 
and  teaching  of  Theodoret  himself  who,  though  being  less  radical  than  Nestorius  in  his 
christological  teaching,  interpreted  Chalcedon  in  the  strict  Antiochene  way  taking  no 
account  of  the  express  adherence  of  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  to  Cyril,  as  we  have  seen. 
To  this  group  also  belonged  the  `Sleepless  monks'  (  'Axotpr1rot),  of  the 
Eirenaion  monastery,  the  most  influential  centre  of  dyophysitism  in  Constantinople  595  It 
is  believed  that  with  them  there  originated  a  collection  of  forged  letters  allegedly  sent  by 
various  bishops  to  Peter  the  Fuller,  "'  the  Monophysite  Patriarch  of  Antioch  who, 
somehow  curiously,  had  been  a  monk  of  the  Eirenaion.  The  forged  letters  reprimand 
Peter  for  allegedly  interpolating  the  Trisagion  hymn  (zptväytov,  `thrice  Holy'),  a 
popular  hymn  of  the  Eastern  Church.  S9'  The  interpolation  consisted  in  adding  to  the 
original  version  of  the  hymn  ('Holy  God,  Holy  Strong,  Holy  Immortal  have  mercy  upon 
us')  the  phrase  `the  one  who  was  crucified  for  us'.  598  The  addition  could  be  understood 
both  in  an  orthodox  way  (if  the  phrase  was  addressed  to  Christ)  and  in  a  heterodox  one 
(if  it  was  addressed  to  the  Trinity),  i.  e.  in  a  way  that  was  abolishing  God's  impassibility. 
In  any  case,  the  tenor  of  the  forged  letters  shows  that  the  `Sleepless'  monks  would  not 
tolerate  the  attribution  of  suffering  to  the  Logos.  What  suffered  was  Christ  or  the  human 
nature.  Characteristic  are  the  following  passages: 
a)  Neither  do  we  say  that  the  divinity  is  passible,  as  you  [Peter  the  Fuller]  say, 
nor  that  the  Logos  stripped  [of  his  human  nature]  was  crucified,  but  [we  say 
that]  Christ  Jesus  [was  crucified].  [Neither  do  we  say]  that  he  [was 
crucified]  with  the  Trinity.  For  Christ  is  one  of  the  holy  Trinity  made  man 
595  On  the  `Sleepless'  monks  see  R.  Riedinger,  `Akoimeten'  in  THE  2  (1978),  148-153. 
s'  There  are  three  collections  of  these  letters.  The  earliest  and  the  latest  collections  in  Collectio 
Sabbaitica,  ACO  III,  pp.  217-231  (earliest)  and  pp.  6-25  (latest).  On  the  history  of  these  letters  see  E. 
Schwartz,  ACO  III,  pp.  XI-XIIII. 
59'  The  earliest  recorded  occurrence  of  the  `Trisagion'  is  in  the  Acts  of  Chalcedon.  ACO  II,  1,1,  p.  195, 
30. 
598  Evagrius,  HE  III,  44. 136 
but  the  Cross  happened  and  is  believed  with  regard  to  the  human  nature  (zd 
dvOpo);  rivov)  of  Christ.  "' 
b)  [The  strong  God]  assumed  our  weak  body;  it  is  the  latter  that  suffered.  Him 
being  the  strong  God,  he  willingly  gave  up  his  own  body  towards  the 
Cross  600 
c)  He  [Peter  the  apostle]"'  says  `Christ  suffered'  and  you  [Peter  the  Fuller], 
opposing  him,  say  `God  suffered'.  To  say  `God  suffered'  implies  that  the 
mere  (y1t24v)  Divinity  [suffered]  stripped  of  its  `garment',  deprived  of 
assumed  `temple'  and  the  `form  of  the  servant'  . 
'O' 
d)  If  God  suffers  according  to  flesh  (oapict),  how  does  He  not  suffer  in  his 
divine  nature  as  well?  If  He  does  not  suffer  in  His  divine  nature,  in  which 
nature  does  He  suffer  according  to  the  flesh?  If  God  suffers  according  to  the 
flesh,  how  does  He  not  suffer  in  Himself  ?  If  also  to  say  `God  suffered 
according  to  flesh'  is  the  same  as  to  say  `Christ  suffered  according  to  flesh', 
how  is  it  not  the  same  to  say  that  the  divine  spirit  suffered  according  to 
flesh,  since  God  is  spirit?  603 
Obviously  the  `Sleepless'  monks,  in  their  struggle  against  Monophysitism, 
rejected  the  hypostatic  union  and  the  communicatfo  idiomatum  on  which  the  Cyrillian 
`theopaschism'  was  based.  Consequently  they  refused  to  call  Mary  `Theotokos'  in  a  real 
sense.  604 
Similar  was  the  approach  of  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  Gennadius  (458-471).  He 
was  an  admirer  of  the  Antiochene  fathers  and  maintained  his  links  with  the  Nestorian 
party.  In  his  Encomium  on  the  Letter  of  Leo  the  Most  Holy  Pope  of  Rome,  "'  Gennadius 
gives  a  clear  indication  as  to  how  the  Antiochenes  understood  Chalcedon  and  in 
particular  its  `one  hypostasis'.  Although  technically  orthodox,  Gennadius  seems  to 
ignore  the  Chalcedonian  doctrine  of  hypostatic  union  altogether.  For  instance  he  writes 
in  his  Encomium: 
Did  he  [Leo]  not  proclaim  that  the  property  of  either  nature  (rrjv  Eacarepaq 
9n$cre  q  i5törr7ra)  is  preserved  and  remains  unconfused  in  the  one  prosopon 
(Ev  Evi  ;  rpoo-co;  r  o)  of  the  Son  and  thus  reproached  those  who  foolishly  say 
that  he  suffered  elimination  (dipavtopöv)  [i.  e.  of  his  human  nature]  or  change 
(rpo  rjv)?  'o6 
s"  False  letter  ofAnteon  ofArsenoe,  ACO,  III,  p.  217,13-16. 
600  Ibid.,  p.  217,22-24. 
601  The  author  of  the  letter  refers  to  1  Pet.  4.1:  `Forasmuch  then  as  Christ  hath  suffered  for  us  in  the 
flesh...  ' 
602  False  letter  of  Pope  Gelasius,  ACO,  III,  p.  220,18-21. 
603  False  letter  of  Quintian  ofAsculanum,  ACO  III,  p.  228,28-31. 
604  ACO,  Iv,  2,  p.  210. 
605  F.  Diekamp,  Analecta  patristica,  OCA  117  (Rome,  1938),  pp.  77-78.  See  Gray,  The  Defense,  p.  80. 
'  Diekamp,  Analecta,  p.  78,1-3. 137 
For  Gennadius  Chalcedon's  one  hypostasis  meant  one  prosopon,  which  could 
have  very  well  been  a  Cyrillian-Chalcedonian  interpretation  of  it  had  it  not  been 
understood  in  its  vague  `Nestorian'  sense. 
Exponents  of  this  approach  were  found  in  Syria  where  celebrations  in  memory  of 
Theodore,  Theodoret  and  Diodore  of  Tarsus  took  place  (519),  607  and  the  West  where  the 
Antiochene  interpretation  of  Chalcedon  seemed  the  only  effective  way  to  fight 
Eutychianism.  bos 
Thus,  whereas  Chalcedon  had  essentially  reiterated  Cyril's  doctrine  of  the 
hypostatic  union,  though  complementing  it  with  the  orthodox  Leonine  dyophysitism, 
these  Chalcedonians  were  reciprocating  from  the  Definition  with  an  exclusively 
Antiochene  understanding  of  the  incarnation. 
iii.  The  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians 
To  this  group  there  belonged  the  majority  of  the  Chalcedonian  bishops  who  regarded 
Cyril  as  a  measure  of  orthodoxy  and  saw  in  the  Chalcedonian  definition  nothing  else  but 
a  clarification  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Alexandrian  father.  For  them  Chalcedon's  `Horos' 
was  in  accordance  with  the  decrees  of  all  the  previous  Ecumenical  Councils  including 
Ephesus  I. 
As  we  have  already  seen,  within  the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonian  party,  some  scholars 
identify  a  specific  group  of  theologians,  the  `Neo-Chalcedonians.  '  These  appeared  in  the 
first  half  of  the  sixth  century  and  strove  to  show  the  inner  cohesiveness  between  the 
Cyrillian  Christology  and  Chalcedon.  Such  theologians  were  Nephalius  of  Alexandria, 
John  of  Scythopolis,  John  the  Grammarian,  Leontius  of  Jerusalem,  the  Scythian  monks, 
Ephraem  of  Amida,  Theodore  of  Raithu,  Justinian  and  the  fathers  of  Constantinople  II. 
In  our  view  these  theologians  belong  naturally  to  the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonian  majority 
whose  arguments  they  elaborated  and  clarified.  But  their  teaching  we  will  examine  in 
Part  Two. 
I 
607  ACO,  IV,  1,  pp.  199-200. 
608  Meyendorff,  Imperial,  pp.  217-218. 138 
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CHAPTER  I 
CYRILLIAN  DEFENDERS  OF  CHALCEDON 
We  have  already  noted  that  within  the  Chalcedonian  camp  soon  after  451,  there 
emerged  a  need  for  clarification  of  the  Chalcedonian  Definition,  not  only  because  of  the 
Monophysite  opposition  to  it  but  also  because  of  the  two  conflicting  interpretations 
within  the  Chalcedonian  ranks:  the  Antiochene  or  strict  dyophysite  and  the  Cyrillian609 
A  clarification  of  Chalcedon  was  attempted  by  theologians  of  both  currents.  This 
chapter  will  look  into  the  thought  of  the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  or,  according  to  the 
definition  of  J.  Lebon,  `neo-Chalcedonians'  610  They  represented  the  majority  of  bishops 
-  at  least  in  the  East  -  as  the  Codex  Encyclius  as  well  as  the  reception  of  the 
Henotikon  have  shown.  61'  To  this  group  belonged  Nephalius,  John  of  Scythopolis,  John 
of  Caesarea  ('the  Grammarian'),  Leontius  of  Jerusalem,  Ephraim  of  Amida,  Theodore 
of  Raithu,  Justinian  and  the  fathers  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  council. 
These  theologians  wanted  to  defend  Chalcedon  both  against  Monophysitism  and 
Nestorianism  by  showing  that  Chalcedon  not  only  was  compatible  with  Cyril,  but  also 
was  grounded  in  the  thought  of  the  Alexandrian  father.  In  our  view  these  `neo- 
Chalcedonians'  are  more  accurately  designated  as  simply  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  bu 
As  we  have  already  mentioned,  `neo-Chalcedonianism,  '  as  a  designation  of  a 
theological  movement  that  manipulated  the  Chalcedonian  christology  to  make  it 
compatible  with  that  of  Cyril,  is  misleading  61  The  `neo-Chalcedonians'  clarified  the 
christology  of  the  majority  of  the  Chalcedonian  fathers,  who  were  Cyrillians  and  saw  in 
Leo's  dyophysitism  an  effective  way  of  warding  off  the  Eutychian  danger.  Chalcedon 
was  essentially  a  Cyrillian  council  and  as  such  it  was  understood  by  the  majority  of  the 
Chalcedonians  during  and  after  the  council. 
609  See  chapter  IV. 
6'o  See  Introduction.  Whereas  most  scholars  agree  on  the  existence  of  a  group  of  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians 
or  `neo-Chalcedonians,  '  the  designation  of  the  rest  of  the  Chalcedonians  varies.  E.  g.  Gray  identifies  three 
approaches:  the  `Antiochene,  '  the  `Origenist'  (allegedly  represented  by  Leontius  of  Byzantium,  of  whom 
we  speak  below)  and  the  `neo-Chalcedonian'  (The  Defense,  (passim)).  This  division  presupposes  that 
Leontius  of  Byzantium  was  an  Evagrian  Origenist,  a  thesis  first  advocated  by  D.  Evans,  Leontius  of 
Byzantium:  An  Origenist  Christology  (Washington:  1970).  However,  Evans'  arguments  have  been  refuted 
(see  e.  g.  B.  E.  Daley  "The  Origenism  of  Leontius  of  Byzantium'  JTS  27  (1976),  333-369).  Thus 
Grillmeier  divides  the  Chalcedonians  into  `strict  Chalcedonians'  (including  Leontius  of  Byzantium)  and 
`neo-Chalcedonians'  (which  he  divides  into  `moderate'  and  'extreme'  ones)  (Christ  Ii,  2,  passim). 
611  See  chapter  IV. 
612  As  an  alternative  to  `neo-Chalcedonism',  Grillmeier  has  also  suggested  the  term  `neo-Cyrillianism'. 
Christ  II,  2,  p.  434,  n.  481). 
613  See  Introduction. 140 
It  should  be  pointed  out  that  what  these  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  attempted  to 
show  was  not  simply  that  Chalcedon  was  compatible  with  the  Cyril  of  the  Formulary  of 
Reunion  (433)  -  that  would  have  been  superfluous  since  it  was  more  or  less  accepted 
by  everybody  -  but  also  with  the  Cyril  of  the  Twelve  Chapters,  614  the  `bone  of 
contention'  in  the  christological  debate  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries.  Hence  they 
firmly  upheld  the  following  Cyrillian  doctrines:  a)  the  hypostatic  union,  b)  the  `double 
birth'  and  `double  consubstantiality  of  the  Logos  and  c)  the  `suffering'  of  the  Logos. 
The  latter  they  expressed  through  the  formula  `one  of  the  Trinity  suffered  in  the  flesh'. 
At  the  same  time  they  tried  to  clarify  Cyril's  terminology  along  the  lines  of  Chalcedon. 
Thus  they  advocated  the  application  of  the  Cappadocian  terminology  ('physis'  as 
synonymous  with  `ousia'  and  `hypostasis'  as  synonymous  with  `prosopon')  in 
christology.  b's 
It  has  been  maintained616  that  what  distinguished  the  `neo-Chalcedonians'  from 
the  other  Chalcedonians  was  that  the  former  allowed  the  use  of  both  christological 
formulae  (i.  e.  `two  physeis-one  hypostasis  or  prosopon'  and  `one  incarnate  physis  of  the 
God-Logos')  to  ward  off  Nestorianism  and  Monophysitism.  As  we  shall  see,  this  is  not 
the  case  as  regards  the  major  `neo-Chalcedonian'  figures  like  Leontius  of  Jerusalem,  b" 
Justinian  and  the  Fathers  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  council. 
Furthermore,  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  `neo-Chalcedonians'  created  a 
`synthesis  of  language'  to  mediate  between  the  extremes  of  the  `one  physis'  and  the 
`two  physes'  christologies  618  In  our  view  the  primary  aim  of  the  `neo-Chalcedonians' 
was  to  clarify  the  Chalcedonian  definition  against  those  two  extremes.  This  is  clearly 
seen  in  the  dual  polemic  by  such  eminent  `neo-Chalcedonians'  as  Leontius  of  Jerusalem 
and  Justinian.  They  wrote  both  against  the  Nestorians  (the  Three  Chapters  in  the  case  of 
Justinian)  and  the  Monophysites,  as  we  shall  see  below. 
To  provide  an  idea  of  the  contribution  the  `neo-Chalcedonians'  made  to  the 
interpretation  of  Chalcedon,  we  will  now  inquire  into  the  thought  of  four  of  them.  In 
particular,  we  will  outline  the  thought  of  Nephalius  and  John  of  Scythopolis,  whereas 
6'a  Moeller,  `Le  chalc6donisme,  '  p.  666. 
6's  For  an  overview  of  the  theory  of  `neo-Chalcedonism'  see  Grillmeier,  Christ  11,2,  pp.  429-434. 
616  This  was  first  suggested  by  M.  Richard  (`Le  neo-chalcedonisme,  '  pp.  156-161)  then  accepted  by 
Moeller:  `Il  faut,  pour  qu'il  y  ait  reel  ndochalcedonisme,  l'utilisation  des  deux  formules  christologiques 
(une  nature,  deux  natures)  comme  une  condition  essentielle  d'une  proposition  correcte  de  ]a  foi,  '  see  `Le 
chalcedonisme,  '  p.  666. 
61  Grillmeier  has  correctly  pointed  out  Moeller's  mistake  to  include  Leontius  of  Jerusalem  in  the  `neo- 
Chalcedonians'  on  the  basis  of  such  parallel  use  of  the  two  formulae.  See  Christ  11,2,  pp.  432-433. 
618  Grillmeier,  Christ  II,  2,  p.  175. 141 
we  will  be  more  analytical  with  the  thought  of  John  of  Caesarea  and  Leontius  of 
Jerusalem.  The  latter  seems  to  have  been  the  main  influence  on  Justinian  and  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  council.  As  our  interest  lies  with  the  christology  of  Justinian  and  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  council  we  examine  them  separately  below. 
1.1  NEPHALIUS  OF  ALEXANDRIA 
Nephalius  of  Alexandria  is  the  first  known  apologist  of  Chalcedon  and  its  Cyrillian 
character  against  the  anti-Chalcedonians.  The  uncertainty  as  to  who  he  exactly  was  has 
been  considerably  cleared  by  Ch.  Moeller,  who  was  able  to  provide  us  with  a  fairly 
consistent  biography  of  this  theologian619  Nephalius,  an  Alexanrian  monk,  620  was 
initially  a  staunch  anti-Chalcedonian  621  who  opposed  the  moderate  policy  of  Zeno  (as 
expressed  in  the  Henotikon)  and  Peter  Mongus  (482).  622  Later  on  though  (certainly  by 
507),  he  became  a  supporter  of  Chalcedon  and  attacked  the  stronghold  of  the  `one 
physis'  supporters,  the  monastery  of  Maiuma  where  Severus  was  a  monk.  This  attack 
forced  the  latter  to  flee  to  Constantinople  to  defend  his  cause  in  front  of  the  Emperor. 
Since  no  work  of  Nephalius  is  extant,  it  is  not  certain  whether  Nephalius  defended 
Chalcedon  in  writing  or  orally.  Zachariah  informs  us  that  Nephalius  addressed  an 
Apologia  in  defense  of  Chalcedon.  623  In  any  case  our  only  source  for  Nephalius' 
arguments  is  Severus'  Orationes  ad  Nephalium'62'  a  refutation  of  the  Apologia. 
From  Severus'  refutation  we  assume  that  Nephalius'  primary  aim  was  to  defend 
the  `two  natures'  formula.  To  do  so  he  produces  a  florilegium  of  patristic  passages 
which  intended  to  show  that  the  `two  natures'  formula  can  be  found  in  the  writings  of 
some  of  the  greatest  Fathers.  The  authorities  quoted  were  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  625 
Proclus  of  Constantinople,  "'  John  Chrysostom,  627  and  most  importantly,  Cyril  of 
Alexandria628.  Severus  also  suggests  that  Nephalius  meant  to  show  that  Cyril's 
acceptance  of  the  Formulary  of  Reunion  (433)  with  its  dyophysite  outlook,  was 
619  C.  Moeller,  `Un  representant  de  la  Christologie  neochalcedonienne  au  debut  du  sixi8me  si6cle  en 
Orient:  Nephalius  d'  Alexandrie,  '  Revue  d'  histoire  ecclesiastique,  40  (1944-45),  73-140 
...  Zachariah,  Vita  Severi,  ed.  by  M.  A.  Kugener,  PO  2  (Paris,  1907),  p.  100. 
62!  J  Lebon  thought  that  Nephalius  was  pro-Chalcedonian  from  the  beginning  (Le  monophysisme,  p.  33, 
n.  4)  but  Moeller  proved  this  assumption  wrong,  see  `Un  representant',  pp.  80-101.  See  also  P.  Gray,  The 
Defense,  p.  106. 
6u  Evagrius,  HE  III,  22;  Zachariah,  Chronicle,  VI,  2,  ed.  Hamilton,  pp.  134-135,  Idem,  Vita  Severs,  ed. 
Kugener,  p.  101. 
67'  Vita  Severs,  ed.  Kugener,  p.  103f. 
624  J.  Lebon,  ed.,  CSCO,  scriptores  syri,  64-65  (Louvain,  1949). 
625  Severus,  Ad  Nephalium,  CSCO,  64-65,  pp.  31-32. 
626  Ibid.,  pp.  33-34. 
627  Ibid.,  pp.  34-35. 
628  Ibid.,  pp.  15,31-33;  22-23. 142 
evidence  that  the  Alexandrian  endorsed  orthodox  dyophysitism  as  well.  "'  Severus 
replied  that  Cyril  accepted  the  Formulary  for  reasons  of  `economy' 
(`condescensione').  630 
From  Severus'  hints  we  assume  that  Nephalius  acknowledged  that  Chalcedon 
could  have  been  more  precise  in  the  formulation  of  its  Definition  so  as  to  better 
safeguard  the  unity  of  Christ  and  not  to  leave  room  for  a  Nestorian  interpretation.  In 
particular,  Severus  refers  to  Nephalius  as  having  said  that  Chalcedon,  in  its  fight  against 
the  Eutychian  aberration,  used  `imprecise  words'  (crassa  verba)  in  its  formulation  631 
Yet  Nephalius  was  convinced  that  Chalcedon  held  a  sound  faith  as  regards  the  person  of 
Christ  and  this  is  why  he  undertook  to  defend  it. 
Was  then  Nephalius  willing  to  mediate  between  the  pro  and  anti-Chalcedonians? 
It  seems  he  did  but  only  to  a  certain  extent.  As  mediation  between  the  `out  of  two'  and 
`in  two  natures'  Nephalius  appears  to  have  suggested  the  formula  `in  two  united 
natures'  (Svo  rpuccig  Evm6siaaa,  duae  naturae  unitae).  632  In  one  of  the  several 
passages  that  allude  to  such  a  formula,  Severus  says  that  Nephalius,  when  confronted 
with  the  fact  that  Cyril  did  not  permit  the  distinction  of  the  natures  after  the  union, 
deceitfully  (dolosus)  replies:  `I  call  them  united'  (ego  autem  Was  unitas  dico).  633 
Moeller  pointed  out  that  Nephalius  considered  the  use  of  the  `one  nature'  formula 
-  alongside  the  `two  natures'  -  as  necessary  for  orthodoxy  63a  It  is  very  probable  that 
Nephalius  wanted  to  prove  the  harmony  between  Cyril  and  Chalcedon  by  arguing  that 
there  is  no  essential  difference  between  confessing  `one  nature  of  the  Logos  incarnate' 
and  `two  natures  after  the  union'.  Occasioning  this  hypothesis  was  Severus'  question: 
"Quomodo  dicunt  adversarii  idem  esse  dicere  `duas  naturas  unitas'  vel  individuas  et 
`unam  naturam  incarnatam?  '  635  Grillmeier  thinks  that  there  is  no  evidence  that 
Nephalius  attempted  to  show  that  `one  nature'  means  the  same  as  'in  two  natures'.  636 
Gray,  however,  has  convincingly  shown  that  Nephalius  accepts  the  `one  physis'  formula 
629  Ibid.,  p.  19. 
611  Ibid.,  p.  19,14-16. 
63  Cum  enim  stultus  Nephalius  et  sodales  eius,  defensores  synodi  chalcedonensis,  dicerent  hanc  synodum 
pugnando  adversus  phantasiam  Eutychetis  crassis  verbis  usam  esse,  ipsam  instantiam  apposui,  in  its 
quae  ad  ilium  ipsi...  Ibid.  p.  3,10-13.  Cf.  Gray,  The  Defense,  p.  107;  Grillmeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  p.  48. 
632  E.  g.  Severus,  Ad  Nephalium,  p.  22,25-28.  Cf.  Grillmeier,  Christ,  11,2,  p.  49;  Gray,  The  Defense,  p. 
107. 
633  Severus,  Ad  Nephalium,  p.  13,25-30. 
634  'Nephalius  declarait  que  la  formule  de  1'  "unique  nature"  etait  indispensable  ä  une  saine  orthodoxie'. 
`Le  chalcedonisme',  p.  671. 
633  Severus,  Ad  Nephalium,  p.  46,10-12.  Quoted  by  Gray,  The  Defense,  p.  109. 
636  Grillmeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  p.  51. 143 
but  he  gives  it  a  dyophysite  interpretation:  by  `incarnate'  (oeoapxcvp6v)7)  Cyril 
indicated  the  second  (human)  nature  63' 
What  differentiates  Nephalius  from  the  later  neo-Chalcedonians  is  his  unease  with 
the  idea  of  `theopaschism'  which,  as  we  shall  see,  was  central  in  the  neo-Chalcedonian 
apologetics.  In  particular,  Nephalius  accuses  Severus  of  teaching  theopaschism  (in  the 
heretical  sense)  with  his  understanding  of  the  `one  physis'  formula.  638 
More  importantly,  Nephalius  does  not  seem  to  have  touched  the  key  theme  of  the 
neo-Chalcedonian  solution,  i.  e.  the  `union  according  to  hypostasis'  issue.  Like  other 
apologists  of  Chalcedon  at  that  time,  he  concentrates  on  interpreting  the  `two  natures' 
formula  to  show  that  Chalcedon  meant  to  proclaim  the  perfect  unity  of  the  person  of 
Christ.  This  last  feature  of  his  teaching,  however,  ranges  him  among  the  neo- 
Chalcedonian  theologians. 
1.2  JOHN  OF  SCYTHOPOLIS 
No  work  of  John  of  Scythopolis  has  survived.  Everything  we  know  about  him  is  again 
derived  from  other  sources.  Leontius  of  Jerusalem639  and  Photius64°  tell  us  that  john  was 
bishop  of  Scythopolis.  "'  According  to  Photius  John  wrote  a  work  entitled  Against  the 
Aposchistae'641  and  an  Apologia  for  the  council  of  Chalcedon.  643  Photius  gives  us 
information  only  of  the  latter  work. 
The  Apologia  was  attacked  by  Basil  of  Cilicia,  a  presbyter  of  the  Church  of 
Antioch  in  the  days  of  Flavian  (498-512).  Basil  seems  to  have  been  a  typical  case  of  a 
crypto-Nestorian  within  the  Chalcedonian  camp.  Photius  tells  us  that,  although  Basil 
was  a  Nestorian,  he  denounced  Nestorius.  Instead,  he  claimed  to  be  a  follower  of 
Diodore  of  Tarsus  and  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  644 
From  Basil's  critique,  it  becomes  obvious  that  John  taught  the  Cyrillian 
`theopaschite'  doctrine.  Basil  criticised  John  for  teaching  that  `the  Logos  suffered  in  the 
637  Gray,  The  Defense,  pp.  109-110. 
638  Severus,  Ad  Nephalium.,  p.  42,4-13. 
639  Contra  Monophysitas,  PG  86,  pt.  II,  1865C. 
640  Photius,  Bibliotheca,  ed.  Henry,  v,  p.  66,23-24;  In  an  earlier  reference,  Photius  calls  John 
`Scholasticus'.  Ibid.,  ii,  p.  48,5-6. 
64'  The  ancient  city  of  Bethsam  in  Palestina  Secunda.  It  was  the  see  of  a  titular  metropolitan. 
642  Photius,  Bibl.  II,  p.  48,5-6. 
649  Ibid.,  V,  p.  66,24-25;  II,  pp.  74ff. 
644 
Kai  rrjv  aipsaty  Neoropfou  vovoiv  Nearöptov  pay  oüic  oiecetov`rat,  dtöSwpov  8E  xai 
&eöätvpov  brtypaperat  'rarepac  Ibid.,  It,  p.  78,5-7. 144 
flesh'  (o  Mpg  brads  aapIct)M5  and  for  his  use  of  the  `theopaschite'  formula  `one  of 
the  Trinity  suffered'  (ö  sic  ri7q  Tpzdöos'rada;  v)  X46 
Being  a  true  Cyrillian,  John  teaches  one  subject  in  Christ  whom  he  identifies  with 
the  Logos.  He  argued  against  the  idea  of  `two  Christs'647  and  `two  Sons'  `48  Basil  takes 
exception  to  John's  teaching  that  `to  say  "Christ"  is  the  same  as  to  say  "God"'  (zavröv 
E  649  QZt  zd  A.  yety  Xptord  v  zcö  AEyety  &E  v) 
John's  Cyrillian  outlook  is  also  evident  in  such  classic  Cyrillian  proof  texts  as  a) 
`the  Word  became  flesh',  b)  `for  had  they  known  it,  they  would  not  have  crucified  the 
Lord  of  glory',  c)  `no  one  has  ascended  up  to  heaven,  but  he  that  came  down  from 
heaven,  the  Son  of  Man  who  is in  heaven',  d)  `Who  has  seen  me  has  seen  the  Father'  et 
al. 
In  Basil's  view  John's  doctrine  was  the  result  of  his  dependence  on  the 
christology  of  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas,  and  in  particular  the  Twelfth  manifestly 
proclaiming  theopaschism  6so 
John  of  Scythopolis  is  therefore  a  clear  example  of  a  Chalcedonian  who  is  at  the 
same  time  perfectly  Cyrillian  and  moreover,  an  advocate  of  the  christology  of  the 
Twelve  Anathemas. 
1.3  JOHN  OF  CAESAREA 
John  the  Grammarian  (fl.  510-520),  was  one  of  the  Chalcedonian  authors  who  posed  a 
serious  challenge  to  Severus.  We  know  nothing  of  him  apart  from  that  he  was  bishop65' 
or  a  presbyter151  of  Caesarea,  and  wrote  in  defence  of  Chalcedon.  bs3  Grillemeier  regards 
him  `the  real  promoter  of  the  attempt  to  mediate  between  Cyril.. 
.  and  Chalcedon  with  its 
fresh  start.  ""  Severus  might  call  him  an  amateur  theologian,  but  his  contribution  to  the 
post-Chalcedonian  discussion  was  significant. 
Two  works  of  the  Grammarian  are  of  interest  for  our  study,  the  Apologia  concilii 
Chalcedonensis  and  the  XVII  Capitula  contra  Monophysitas.  The  Greek  original  of  the 
`.  s  Ibid.,  p.  75,25. 
646  Ibid.,  p.  77,22. 
11"  Ibid.,  p.  77,22. 
"  Ibid.,  p.  77,27-28. 
649  Ibid.,  p.  75,25-26. 
650  Ibid.,  p.  78,5-14. 
651  Gray,  The  Defense,  p.  115. 
652  Grillmeier,  Christ  IT,  2,  p.  52. 
65'  John  of  Caesarea,  Apologia  Concilii  Chalcedonensis,  CCG  1,  ed.  by  M.  Richard,  (Turnhout:  1997), 
pp.  6-46. 
654  Grillmeier,  Christ  II,  2,  p.  52. 145 
former  work  exists  only  partially.  "'  Excerpts  of  it,  preserved  in  Syriac,  have  been 
translated  into  Latin  by  J.  Lebon  656  A  fair  picture  of  its  contents  can  also  be  acquired 
from  Severus'  Contra  impium  grammaticum.  The  Greek  original  of  the  Capitula  exists 
in  its  entirety.  6s' 
Definition  of  ousia,  physis,  hypostasis,  prosopon 
To  facilitate  the  discussion  and  encourage  Severus  to  accept  his  line  of  thought,  the 
Grammarian  favoured  the  term  ousia  to  physis,  although  in  his  thought  they  mean  the 
same  thing  (H  yap  rpvQaq,  o  eariv  ouota.  ).  658  It  is  true  that  Severus  could  not  speak 
of  two  physeis  in  Christ  because  he  identified  physis  with  the  subject  of  the  acts  of 
every  being,  i.  e.  with  the  being  itself.  '"  But  he  could  not  argue  much  against  the  term 
o,  3aia  especially  as  qualified  by  John,  i.  e.  as  meaning  the  Kotvöv  (class  or  genus) 
which  is  considered  in  many  `particulars,  '66o  as  opposed  to  the  iätov  ('the  particular') 
which  was  signified  by  hypostasis.  "'  The  Grammarian  points  to  the  Basilian  origin  of 
this  distinction:  Basil  had  compared  the  analogy  between  the  xotvöv  and  the  iStov 
with  the  analogy  between  ousia  and  hypostasis  in  the  Trinity.  s"'  The  former  was  the 
common  essence  by  itself,  whereas  the  latter  the  common  essence  with  the  h5td)para 
(`individual  attributes'  or  idioms). 
Continuing,  the  Grammarian  says  that  ontologically  (zq3  stvat)  there  is  no 
difference  between  ousia  and  hypostasis;  they  both  refer  to  actual  beings.  Their 
difference  is  that  ousia  is  the  common  property  of  many  beings  (rcv  xotvtvq  stvat)  or 
that  which  exists  equally  in  all  the  `particulars'  that  belong  to  the  same  genus  and  which 
has  no  existence  outside  those  'particulars,  ""  whereas  hypostasis  is  the  `particular' 
`when  in  addition  to  the  general  and  common  property  it  also  has  something  peculiar  to 
it'  (Brav  perä  rcäv  acaO62ov  Kai  iStKÖV  TL  i  ot).  66a  Obviously,  the  Grammarian 
does  not  perceive  ousia  in  the  platonic  sense  of  the  universal  `form'. 
655  CCG  1,  pp.  49-58. 
...  CCG  1,  pp.  6-46. 
61'  CCG  1,  pp.  59-66. 
651  CCG,  1,1,2,  p.  49. 
659  Grillmeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  p.  55.  See  chapter  IV. 
660  `Whatever  is  seen  in  equal  quantity  in  many  [particulars],  this  is  called  ousia'.  Apologia  (excerpta 
graeca)  I,  CCG  1,  p.  49,1-2. 
"Apologia  (ex.  graeca)  II,  CCG  1,  p.  49. 
662  ÖV  E  Ei  AÖ  V  TÖ  KOLVÖV  2r  Ö  TÖ  LSLOV  rOÜTOV  E  EL  ,o,  e  X  YO  PSX  rl  oývia  ýrPos  TrIV  výcoQTaviV  (loc. 
cit.  ). 
Contra  Monophysitas,  Cap.  Ix,  CCG  1,  p.  64. 
Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  Iv,  6,  CCG  1,  p.  55,204-205. 146 
Crucial  in  Grammarian's  system  is  the  term  `characteristic  hypostasis' 
(v;  r6azaatq  xapaKri7pIarturj).  An  hypostasis  has  the  meaning  of  prosopon  when  it  is 
qualified  as  `characteristic'  665  In  this  case  it  signifies  the  individual  being  which  is 
singled  out  of  its  class  by  its  `idioms'  which  is  what  the  Grammarian  means  by 
`character'  (,  'apaxrrjp)  It  is  interesting  that  although  he  identifies  ousia  with  physis, 
and  hypostasis  with  prosopon,  the  Grammarian  says  that  hypostasis  could  mean  ousia 
when  it  is  considered  without  `character'.  In  his  view,  this  is-  exactly  how  the 
Monophysites  use  the  term  hypostasis,  i.  e.  without  `character'  666 
Against  the  `one  physis',  the  Grammarian  uses  an  argument  that  will  also  be 
employed  by  Justinian  as  we  shall  see  later  on.  The  argument  consists  in  refuting  the 
monophysite  use  of  the  union  of  body  and  soul  to  show  that  Christ  is  one  physis.  `Man', 
although  he  consists  of  body  and  soul  that  are  two  different  physeis,  is  one  physis. 
Similarly  Christ  can  also  be  one  physis,  although  he  consists  of  divinity  and  humanity. 
The  Grammarian  replies  that  man,  although  he  is  made  of  body  and  soul,  is  indeed  one 
ousia,  because  humanity  is  a  xotvöv  as  is  predicated  of  all  men.  If  on  the  strength  of 
this  premise,  one  now  says  that  Christ  is  also  one  ousia  then  one  has  to  accept  that  this 
one  ousia  can  be  predicated  of  many  individuals.  But  this  is  blasphemous  because  it 
means  that  there  are  many  Christs  667 
As  mentioned  earlier,  the  Grammarian,  employs  Basilian  metaphysics  in  his 
christology  and  thereby  identifies  ousia  with  physis  and  hypostasis  with  prosopon,  668 
The  Monophysites  on  the  other  hand,  while  accepting  this  scheme  in  triadology,  refused 
to  transfer  it  to  christology.  This  inconsistency  is  fully  exploited  by  the  Grammarian.  If 
the  Monophysites,  argues  John,  refuse  to  identify  physis  with  ousia,  then,  how  do  they 
say  `out  of  two  physeis'?  They  either  mean  out  of  two  ousiai',  which  means  that  they 
also  identify  the  two  terms,  or  `out  of  two  hypostaseis'  which  is  exactly  what  Nestorius 
said  669 
John  must  _ 
have  been  the  first  to  advance  the  idea  of  Christ's  `double 
consubstantiality'  as  an  argument  against  the  anti-Chalcedonians.  He  argued  that  if 
Christ  was  really  of  the  same  ousia  with  the  Father  (according  to  his  divinity)  and  with 
us  (according  to  his  humanity),  then  he  would  have  to  be  in  two  ousiai,  because  a  single 
bbs  Apo1.  (ex.  gr.  )  Iv,  3,  CCG  !  pp.  54-55. 
Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  III,  2,  CCG  1,  p.  51. 
Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  i,  CCG  1,  p. 
ý$  `the  characteristic  hypostasis  has  the  same  meaning  as  prosopon.  '  Apol.,  (ex.  gr.  )  III,  2,  CCG  1,  p.  51. 
ý9  Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  III,  CCG  1,  p.  51. 147 
ousia  cannot  be  consubstantial  with  God  and  men  670  Relevant  is  also  the  Grammarian's 
following  argument:  if  Christ  is  one  incarnate  physis  of  the  Logos,  and  the  `incarnate 
physis'  was  consbustantial  with  the  Father,  then  the  Father  would  be  a  creature,  because 
Christ's  flesh  is  a  creature.  But  if  the  Monophysites  agree  that  Christ  is  partly 
`homoousios'  (according  to  divinity)  and  partly  `heterousios'  (according  to  humanity) 
with  the  Father,  then  they  have  to  admit  two  natures  671 
The  Grammarian  also  attempts  to  refute  two  arguments  often  posed  by  the 
Monophysites:  a)  `there  is  no  physis  without  a  prosopon'  (ovx  Fora  spvcig 
d;  rpöow;  ros)  and  b)  `there  is  no  ousia  without  a  hypostasis'.  Both  arguments  are  based 
on  the  Aristotelian  understanding  of  physis  as  a  concrete  reality.  If  there  is  no  physis 
without  a  prosopon,  says  the  Grammarian,  then  when  the  Monophysites  say  `out  of  two 
physeis'  they  must  mean  that  Christ  is  also  `out  of  two  prosopa'.  At  this  point  the 
Grammarian  makes  interesting  metaphysical  observations  as  to  the  modes  of  union.  He 
says  that  two  prosopa  cannot  be  united  in  one  hypostasis  or prosopon.  Their  union  can 
only  be  either  essential  or  relational  (Kar'  ovciav  Kai  0%EQt  v  Evtoct  v 
Eirt5E  ovrat)  but  not  `enhypostatic'  (i.  e.  they  cannot  be  united  in  one  single  being  or 
hypostasis)  which  is  the  only  one  that  can  form  a  prosopon.  Essential  is  the  union 
between  the  persons  of  the  Trinity  who  are  united  according  to  their  essence,  whereas 
relational  is  the  union  between  the  disciples  who  are  united  through  their  being  disciples 
and  their  mission.  It  is  true,  says  the  Grammarian,  that  physis  necessarily  subsists  in 
prosopa;  it  cannot  exist  independently.  But  this  is  not  applicable  when  two  physeis  are 
united  `according  to  synthesis'  (Ev  ovvOEaca)  or  `enhypostasis'  (hvvzooräzwc),  that 
is,  when  they  form  one  prosopon  and  hypostasis.  In  this  case  it  is  not  necessary  that  both 
have  their  own  (iötdi'ov)  prosopon.  To  support  this  idea  John  refers  to  the  example  of 
the  four  elements  (fire,  water,  air,  earth)  which,  though  different  ousiai,  can  form  one 
body  or  hypostasis.  However,  this  example,  he  admits,  might  imply  mixture  and 
confusion,  so  he  resorts  to  the  classic  example  of  man.  Although  body  and  soul  are  two 
different  ousiai,  when  they  come  together,  they  form  one  prosopon  and  hypostasis  while 
still  remaining  two.  Yet,  even  this  analogy,  John  says,  is  inadequate  to  represent  the 
mystery  of  the  union  in  Christ  which  transcends  human  comprehension.  "" 
6'o  Loc.  cit. 
671  C.  Mon.,  Cap.  Xv,  CCG  1,  p.  65. 
6'  Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )1v,  2,  CCG  1,  pp.  53-54. 148 
Synthetic  hypostasis 
As  mentioned  above,  the  Grammarian  teaches  that  the  union  in  Christ  was  effected 
`according  to  synthesis'.  This  means,  as  John  explains  through  the  use  of  the  examples 
of  the  four  elements  and  man,  that  in  the  union  the  concurring  elements,  while  forming 
one  indivisible  subject  (prosopon  or  hypostasis),  remain  unconfused.  The  resulting  one 
hypostasis  is  accordingly  called  `synthetic'  (Qtivbcros  üköoraots).  Explaining  this 
further,  John  makes  some  interesting  observations.  A  hypostasis  is  `simple,  '  he  says, 
when  the  ousia  in  which  it  is  considered  is `simple'  (an  example  of  this  is  the  Logos).  A 
hypostasis  is  `synthetic'  when  it  is  considered  in  either  one  synthetic  ousia  or  in  two  or 
more  united  ousiai.  An  example  of  a  synthetic  hypostasis  is  man  who,  in  fact,  fits  both 
descriptions  because:  a)  his  ousia  can  be  called  one  `synthetic  ousia'  (or  `synthetic 
community')  since  the  union  of  body  and  soul  is  shared  by  all  men,  and  b)  `body'  and 
`soul'  are  ousiai  (or  `communities')  in  their  own  right  shared  respectively  with  the  other 
bodies  and  souls.  In  the  case  of  Christ,  however,  his  synthetic  hypostasis  is  not 
considered  in  one  synthetic  ousia,  because  the  union  of  divinity  and  humanity  is  not 
shared  by  anybody  else  (no  other  person  is  both  God  and  man).  Rather,  his  synthetic 
hypostasis  is  considered  in  two  ousiai  (divinity  and  humanity)  or  `communities',  each 
one  of  which  shares  exclusively  with  its  respective  kind.  Divinity  shares  with  the  Father, 
humanity  with  us.  673 
Enhypostaton 
This  union  `according  to  synthesis'  is  also  called  `enhypostatic'  (Evvlröararoq 
Evo)cnt  ).  This  christology  of  the  `enhypostaton'  is  the  major  contribution  of  the  neo- 
Chalcedonians  to  christological  doctrine.  The  primary  meaning  of  the  term  is  `union  of 
two  or  more  ousiai  in  one  hypostasis'.  Yet,  like  Leontius  of  Jerusalem,  the  Grammarian 
allows  for  a  second  meaning,  that  of  true  existence.  Thus,  he  accepts  the  axiom  that  all 
ousiai  are  `enhypostatic'  as  long  as  this  means  that  they  really  exist  (t  ap%ovaas). 
Only  in  this  sense  does  he  agree  to  call  Christ's  human  ousia  `enhypostatic':  in  so  far  as 
it  subsists  in  the  Logos'  one  hypostasis  and  therefore  truly  exists  (Kato  vrpcarr7KE  is 
Kai  Carty)  and  is  not  in  itself  a  `characteristic  hypostasis'  and  prosopon.  For  this 
reason,  he  explains,  one  can  give  hypostasis  the  meaning  of  ousia.  Because  when 
hypostasis  is  devoid  of  `characteristic  idioms',  then  it  means  mere  subsistence  which  is 
673  C.  Mon.,  Cap.  VII,  CCG  1,  p.  63. 149 
the  same  as  ousia.  674  This  is  also  why  the  fathers,  says  the  Grammarian,  often  used 
hypostasis  instead  of  ousia  611 
The  second  Monophysite  argument  (i.  e.  `there  is  no  ousia  without  a  hypostasis')  is 
also  wrong,  says  the  Grammarian.  Firstly  because  there  is  no  difference  between  ousia 
and  physis,  and  secondly  because  that  would  mean  two  hypostaseis  in  Christ.  But,  he 
asks,  what  is  the  need  to  say  that  there  are  two  `particular'  (h5tKdq)  hypostaseis  in 
Christ  since  all  the  actions,  divine  and  human,  are  predicated  of  the  one  and  the  same 
subject?  Christ's  own  `flesh'  did  not  exist  on  its  own  but  subsisted  in  him  as  his  own 
`flesh'  (dAA'  by  avrcv  i  iätecrj  avrov  oirthri  odp  ).  This  `flesh'  was  only-an 
ousia,  for  it  only  had  the  `common  property'  of  the  human  nature,  i.  e.  its  being  flesh 
animated  with  rational  soul.  In  Grammarian's  terms,  Christ's  human  ousia  was  not  a 
`characteristic  hypostasis'.  But  by  its  union  with  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  it  acquired 
`particular  characteristics',  that  is,  its  being  the  flesh  of  the  God-Logos  and  nobody 
else's.  `How  can  such  an  ousia,  which  never  subsisted  by  itself,  be  called  another 
[besides  the  divine]  hypostasis  ?'  asks  the  Grammarian.  676 
Therefore,  if  by  saying  that  Christ  is  one,  the  Monophysites  mean  that  he  is  one 
`characteristic  hypostasis,  '  they  are  pious  and  consonant  with  Chalcedon,  says  the 
Grammarian.  For  the  two  ousiai  remained  two  after  the  union  without  confusion  or 
change.  The  flesh  remained  what  it  was,  although  it  was  appropriated  by  God,  and  God 
never  changed  into  flesh.  But  if  they  say  that  the  two  physeis  became  one  ousia,  they 
introduce  confusion  or  change.  As  in  the  Trinity,  the  three  hypostaseis,  although  united 
in  one  ousia,  remain  three,  so  in  Christ  the  two  ousiai  remain  two,  although  they  formed 
one  hypostasis.  At  this  point  it  is  worth  noticing  that  the  Grammarian  uses  the  formula 
`one  incarnate  hypostasis  of  the  God-Logos'  (pia  O  rt  crraQts  rot"  &oü  2öyov 
QEQapxwpav17)67  echoing  authentically  the  Cyrillian  `one  physis'. 
The  Cyrillianism  of  the  Grammarian  is  clear  in  the  way  he  speaks  of  the  real 
appropriation  of  the  `flesh'  by  the  God-Logos.  On  account  of  the  closeness  of  the 
enhypostatic  union,  the  Logos  and  his  flesh  can  be  said  to  be  `one'.  Thus,  although  the 
human  characteristics  belong  to  the  `flesh',  because  this  `flesh'  is  his,  he  also 
6'4  Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  Iv,  6,  CCG  1,  pp.  55-56. 
611  The  Grammarian  quotes  Cyril's  3'  anathema  (Ei  its  Erri  roil  Evöq  Xpurroä  Statpsi  rdq 
O  rovrdc  etq  usrd  rrjv  evwatv...  )  and  a  passage  from  Athanasius'  AdAfros  (...  6  ydp  viröoracts  xai 
r  ovvia  J,  rap!  is  iarty  brriv  ydp  Kai  viurp  ei.  PG  26,1036B,  5-9).  Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  Iv,  5,  CCG  1, 
p.  55. 
6'6  Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  Iv,  3,  CCG  1,  pp.  54-55. 
67  ApoL  (ex.  gr.  )  V,  CCG  1,  p.  56. 150 
appropriates  what  is  proper  to  it.  678  It  is  on  the  strength  of  the  enhypostatic  union  that 
the  disciples  could  say  `we  have  seen  the  Lord'  [John  20.25];  although  they  had  only 
seen  the  `flesh'  of  the  Lord,  or  Paul  could  say  `for  had  they  known  it,  they  would  not 
have  crucified  the  Lord  of  glory'. 
In  Cap.  i  of  the  Contra  Monophysitas,  John  of  Caesarea  juxtaposes  the  orthodox 
and  heterodox  christological  doctrines.  If  one  wants  to  be  orthodox,  one  must  confess 
that  `Christ  is  perfect  God  and  perfect  man,  in  the  sense  that  the  Logos  united  to  himself 
our  own  dough  (rd  q'pErepov  rpvpapa),  which  is  our  humanity'.  The  heretics, 
however,  say  that  Christ  is  a)  only  God  (Manichaism),  b)  only  man  (Paul  of  Samosata), 
c)  perfect  God  but  not  perfect  man  (Apollinarianism),  d)  perfect  God  and  perfect  man, 
but  the  man  is  considered  independently  (iäzoavcrdrwc  Icai  dvd  pEpoq 
&wvpovpEvov  roiY  d  v6pw17ov)  although  he  is  governed  by  the  Logos 
(Nestorianism)  679 
The  Grammarian  is  also  against  the  idea  that  the  incarnation  resulted  in  a  tertium 
quid.  One  must  be  careful  when  using  the  term  `God-man'  (&dvi9p0);  roq),  68°  he  says. 
This  should  be  understood  in  the  sense  that  in  Christ  both  natures  were  perfect  and  not 
that  Christ  was  neither  God  nor  man  but  a  different  species,  like  the  mythical  goat-stag 
(rpayEAacpoq)  who  was  neither  goat  nor  stag  but  a  third  kind  of  animal.  68' 
Critique  of  `one  physis'  and  `out  of  two  physeis' 
It  is  very  significant  that  the  Grammarian  allows  for  the  use  of  the  `one  physis'  formula 
only  when  it  is  properly  qualified  ('you  are  orthodox  when  you  maintain  the  [true] 
meaning  of  the  confession')  682).  These  qualifications  are:  a)  the  addition  to  the  formula 
of  the  expression  `with  flesh  animated  with  rational  soul'  (aapKi  '  V1vXo)p  ?J  yivXIj 
Aoyzicy)  (to  ward  off  Apollinarianism)  and,  b)  the  understanding  that  two  perfect 
physeis  were  united  and  preserved  in  one  `characteristic  hypostasis'  ('if  you  profess  two 
perfect  [natures]  preserved  in  one  characteristic  hypostasis,  you  are  orthodox').  83  In 
other  words,  here  the  Grammarian  is  asking  the  Monophysites,  as  regards  the  `one 
physis'  formula,  to  use  physis  in  the  sense  of  hypostasis. 
678  rj  8E  cdpý  cr  irov'  Sy  zt  virdpXovoa  rpös  avrdv  Std  zrjv  dcpav  cai  lvvzoararov  Imam 
Apol.  (ex.  gr.  )  vi,  CCG 1,  p.  57-58. 
6'9  C.  Mon.,  Cap.  I,  CCG  1,  p.  61. 
680  The  term  was  first  used  by  Origen,  Homily  on  Ezekiel  3,3. 
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If  however  the  Monophysites  reject  the  `two  physeis  united  indivisibly  in  one 
hypostasis'  as  the  only  orthodox  interpretation  of  the  `one  physis,  '  then  they  are  faced 
with  a  serious  problem:  how  would  they  justify  their  `out  of  two  physeis'?  They  will 
inevitably  have  to  say  that  the  `two  physeis'  existed  either  before  the  union  or  in  the 
union.  To  say  the  former  is  obviously  erroneous  to  them,  as  it  presupposes  a  pre-existent 
human  nature.  To  affirm  the  latter  is  to  agree  with  Chalcedon,  since  the  eternal  character 
of  the  union  means  that  the  duality  of  the  natures  is  also  eternal.  "' 
The  Grammarian  has  no  objection  for  the  use  of  the  formula  `out  of  two  physeis'. 
He,  however,  qualifies  it  in  the  way  Cyril  did  before  him:  before  the  union  the  two 
natures  of  Christ  can  only  be  regarded  `in  contemplation'  (Oewpig),  for  there  was  never 
a  time  that  the  two  natures  existed  separately. 
However,  the  manner  the  Monophysites  profess  `out  of  two  natures'  brings  them 
very  close  to  teaching  the  existence  of  a  human  prosopon  or  hypostasis  in  Christ, 
contends  the  Grammarian.  He  tries  to  prove  that  on  the  strength  of  the  definition  of 
ousia  as  the  genus  which  exists  only  in  the  particulars.  If  this  definition  holds  true,  he 
argues,  then  the  `out  of  two  natures'  -  if  the  natures  were  real  -  means  that  they 
existed  `peculiarly'  (iStaý6vrcoq)  in  their,  corresponding  particulars  (sv  riot  raiv 
Kati'  Exacrov),  which  is  none  other  than  saying  that  they  existed  in  two  prosopa.  This 
is  not  at  all  what  the  orthodox'  mean,  explains  the  Grammarian,  when  they  say  `in  two 
natures'.  They  rather  mean  that  when  the  union  is  enhypostatic  then  in  the  one  and  the 
same  prosopon  two  or  more  natures  can  be  considered.  If  the  union  was  not 
enhypostatic  then  they  would  necessarily  have  their  own,  `idiohypostatic'  (self-existent, 
igtov  roararov)  prosopon.  685  - 
In  his  attempt  to  differentiate  the  two  natures  in  Christ,  the  Grammarian  gives  the 
impression  of  departing  from  the  `theopaschite'  principle  of  the  other  `neo- 
Chalcedonians'.  In  fact,  he  does  nothing  else  but  clarify  the  Cyrillian  `theopaschism'. 
He  tells  his  opponents  that  if  they  accept  that  in  Christ  both  the  impassible  of  the 
divinity  and  the  passible  of  the  humanity  are  preserved  and  are  both  predicated  of  the 
one  and  the  same  person,  then  they  have  to  admit  that  both  natures  are  preserved  in  him. 
If  now  they  say  that  the  suffering  belongs  to  his  flesh  they  are  orthodox  . 
But  in  this  case 
they  have  to  clarify  if  this  `flesh'  is  the  same  as  his  divinity  according  to  ousia  or 
different.  If  the  former  is  the  case  then  they  teach  `theopaschism'  (z9Eozät9sta).  If  the 
684  C.  Mon.,  Cap.  III,  CCG  1,  p.  62. 
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latter  is  the  case,  then  they  have  to  say  `two  natures'  in  Christ.  68'  Obviously  here  the 
`theopaschism'  that  John  condemns  is  clearly  heretical,  and  not  that  of  Cyril  and  the 
neo-Chalcedonians  who  predicated  Christ's  suffering  of  his  one  person  or  hypostasis 
and  not  of  his  divine  nature. 
The  Grammarian  repudiates  the  charge  that  his  doctrine  implies  separation  of  the 
natures  after  the  union  because  he  confesses  one  incarnate  hypostasis.  For  him,  as  for 
the  rest  of  the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians,  it  is  not  the  nature  of  the  Logos  but  his 
hypostasis,  which  became  incarnate. 
Similarly  he  rejects  any  idea  of  confusion  of  the  two  natures  in  one  ousia 
(oöcaör)js).  Following  Cyril  and  Chalcedon,  he  proclaims  that  the  difference  of  the 
natures  was  not  abolished  because  ofý  the  union  687  How  the  close  union  and  the 
difference  are  preserved  at  the  same  time  is  explained  again  through  the  idea  of 
`synthesis'.  This  gives  the  Grammarian  the  means  to  express  an  impressively  coherent 
and  balanced  christology.  Christ's  synthetic  hypostasis  means  that  he  can  be  one  and,  at 
the  same  time,  in  two  elements.  This  is  because  the  category  `one'  (ev)  can  be  applied 
not  only  to  single  hypostaseis  or  prosopa,  but  also  to  synthetic  ones.  The  only  difference 
between  a  single  `one'  and  a  synthetic  `one'  is  that  the  former  is  considered  in  one  ousia 
whereas  the  latter  in  two.  On  the  other  hand,  the  eternal  difference  of  the  natures  is 
preserved  because  the  very  nature  of  `synthesis'  which  runs  through  the  whole  Christ 
guarantees  it.  Christ  is  synthetic  as  a  whole  (divinity  and  humanity)  and  at  the  same 
time  this  `synthesis'  renders  him  one  indivisible  prosopon.  This  means  that  the  whole 
Christ  is  God,  that  is,  with  his  human  body,  but  not  according  to  it,  and  at  the  same  time 
the  whole  Christ  is  a  man,  that  is,  with  his  divinity,  but  not  according  to  it  688  In  this 
words,  we  think,  the  Grammarian  shows  the  maturity  of  the  christological  doctrine  of 
the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians,  an  achievement  greatly  facilitated  by  the  idea  of 
`synthesis'. 
The  Grammarian's  contribution  to  a  Cyrillian-Chalcedonian  settlement  was 
significant.  His  methodical  use  of  current  concepts  and  formulae  (especially  the 
Cappadocian  usage  of  ousia  and  hypostasis)  made  it  possible  for  him  to  convincingly 
accommodate  in  one  system  both  Chalcedonian  dyophysitism  and  Cyrillian 
686  C.  Mon.,  Cap.  vi,  CCG  1,  pp.  62-63. 
687  See  Cyril's  AdNestorium  Hand  Chalcedon's  Definition. 
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`monophysitism'.  Especially  the  two  concepts  of  the  `enhypostatic  union'  and  the 
`synthetic  hypostasis'  are  particularly  fundamental  for  the  christology  of  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  council. 
1.4  LEONTIUS  OF  JERUSALEM:  THE  CHRISTOLOGY  OF  SYNTHESIS 
The  problem  of  the  identity  of  this  theologian  has  occupied  scholars  over  a  long  time  as 
there  is  no  biographical  information  about  him.  The  only  thing  we  know  is  that  under 
the  name  Leontius  of  Jerusalem,  `the  most  wise  monk,  '  there  have  survived  two  works: 
the  Adversus  Nestorianos689  (henceforth  referred  to  as  AN)  which  is  divided  in  eight 
books  of  which  the  last  has  been  lost,  and  Contra  Monophysitas69°  (henceforth  referred 
to  as  CM).  In  Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca  both  works  are  included  in  the  corpus  of  the 
works  of  Leontius  of  Byzantium.  To  make  things  more  complicated,  a  whole  list  of 
persons  with  the  name  Leontius  are  recorded  in  the  sources  of  about  the  same  time  (6`n 
c.  ).  Loofs,  in  his  important  study  on  the  issue,  maintained  that  Leontius  of  Jerusalem 
should  be  identified  with  a)  Leontius  of  Byzantium,  b)  Leontius  Scholasticus,  the  author 
of  the  De  Sectis,  and  c)  Leontius,  the  Scythian  monk  who  participated  in  the 
`theopaschite'  controversy.  691  This  was  not  the  view  of  M.  Richard,  whose  careful  study 
of  the  corpus  showed  that  Leontius  of  Byzantium  and  Leontius  of  Jerusalem  are  two 
different  and  even  irreconcilable  authors.  692  Since  Richard's  study  the  majority  of 
scholars  have  been  distinguishing  the  two  Leontii  693  Further,  it  has  been  contested  that 
Leontius  of  Byzantium  is  either  a  strict  Chalcedonian  and  an  Origenist694  or  simply  a 
strict  Chalcedonian695  leaving  thus  the  author  of  AN  and  CM  as  the  only  representative 
of  the  `neo-Chalcedonian'  christology.  This  study  takes  for  granted  this  view.  Dating 
the  two  works  is  also  difficult  although  Gray's  suggestion  that  they  must  have  been 
written  sometime  between  538-550  seems  quite  reasonable  696 
689  PG  86,1399-1768'. 
690  PG  86,1769-1902. 
691  F.  Loofs,  Leontius  von  Byzans  und  die  gleichnamigen  Schriftsteller  der  griechischen  Kirche  (Leipzig, 
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Adversus  Nestorianos 
In  the  AN  we  come  across  a  milestone  in  the  post-Chalcedonian  christology.  In  it, 
Leontius  tries  to  defend  the  Chalcedonian  doctrine  on  the  basis  of  the  Cyrillian  principle 
of  the  `hypostatic  union'  or  union  `according  to  hypostasis'  (as  against  the  union 
`according  to  physis'  which  could  be  erroneous  as  in  the  case,  of  Apollinarius)  and 
through  the  concepts  of  `synthesis'  and  `enhypostaton'.  In  response  to  a  series  of 
objections  by  an  unidentified  `Nestorian',  Leontius  explains  his  innovative  thought. 
Also  as  it  quotes  the  arguments  of  Leontius'  opponent,  the  AN  provides  us  with 
invaluable  information  about  the  Nestorian  and  Antiochene  theology  at  large. 
Unfortunately  the  loss  of  the  eighth  book  deprives  us  of  a  fuller  picture  of  the  Nestorian 
ideas  in  the  sixth  century  since  in  that  book  Leontius  attacked  his  opponents 
understanding  of  the  union.  697 
Synthesis 
The  basic  premise  of  Leontius'  teaching  is  that  the  two  natures  were  synthesised  and 
subsist  without  confusion  in  the  one  hypostasis  of  Christ  which  is  the  eternal  hypostasis 
of  the  Logos.  Throughout  the  AN  one  notices  Leontius'  preference  for  the  term 
`synthesis'  (cn$vBeats)  instead  of  simply  `union'  (Evwcts).  For  him  the  former 
illustrates  better  the  closeness  of  the  unity  between  the  natures  as  well  as  their  duality  in 
the  one  hypostasis.  "'  Leontius  presents  `synthesis'  as  the  orthodox  Chalcedonian 
doctrine  which  opposes  both  the  Nestorian  and  the  Monophysite  heresies. 
The  entire  first  Book  of  the  AN  is  dedicated  to  the  defence  of  the  `union  according 
to  synthesis'  which  came  under  attack  by  the  Nestorian.  Such  a  union,  complains 
Leontius'  opponent,  by  making  God  a  part  of  a  `synthesis,  '  abolishes  the  Logos'  infinity 
and  renders  God  divisible  (tppspzjq)  and  circumscribable  (crept  ypairr6q).  This  is 
because  a  `synthesis'  can  only  take  place  between  whole  things  (ö2ov  öA,  p)  or  between 
parts  of  things  (u.  poq  pepst),  or  between  a  part  and  a  whole  (Urpoq  öAc)).  But  these 
categories  cannot  be  applied  to  the  uncircumscribable  God.  Leontius'  reply  is  very 
interesting,  as  it  reveals  the  way  the  Byzantine  theologians  understood  God's 
transcendence.  He  puts  his  opponent's  difficulty  to  appreciate  the  idea  of  `synthesis' 
down  to  the  Nestorian  understanding  of  the  union  as  `parathesis'  (juxtaposition). 
`Parathesis',  argues  Leontius,  can  be  applied  only  to  bodies  (oc4uara)  and  quantities 
(;  road).  By  treating  the  union  as  one  of  measurable  bodies  (cr  $paroq  psyC&t)  the 
1,117  Grillmeier,  Christ  II,  2,  p.  273. 
699  PG  86,1632D-1633A;  Grillimeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  p.  294. 155 
Nestorians  do  not  perceive  the  incarnation  in  a  manner  befitting  God  (&oirpi  ra  g)  699 
God  circumscribes  the  material  world,  says  Leontius,  but  not  in  the  manner  a  larger 
body  circumscribes  a  smaller  one.  For  in  this  case,  God  becomes  himself  a  `continuous 
quantity'  (avvex  q  zoUOv)  and  a  body  like  all  other  bodies.  That  would  make  God 
divisible  (hupepi  q)  and  compound  (oVvOsroq).  God  circumscribes  ;  the  world,  not 
because  there  is  not  a  larger  body  than  him,  but  because  by  nature  he  transcends  all 
other  beings  as  well  as  time  and  space.  70°  God  is  synthesised  with  the  human  nature  not 
as  a  body  or  as  a  divisible  nature  (ueptarrj  its  SpSotq),  so  that  he  could  be  considered 
divisible  as  a  part  or  as  whole.  He  is  synthesised  rather  with  human  nature  without  any 
change  in  his  own  nature.  Leontius  suggests  that  this  happened  because  God  became 
man  not  out  of  necessity  (ovx  avayxatwq  avrcv  yeyovev  6  rov  awparo;  Aoyos) 
which  would  mean  a  change  in  his  nature  -  often  in  the  metaphysics  of  that  time 
necessity  is  associated  with  nature70'  -  but  freely.  But  above  all,  it  is  God's 
omnipotence  that  could  make  even  this  union  of  the  infinite  with  the  finite  possible.  The 
greatness  of  the  uncircumscribable  God,  says  Leontius,  is  shown  in  the  fact  that  it  was 
contained  within  the  circumscribable  humanity.  702  This  is  clearly  taught  in  Paul's  `for  in 
him  dwelt  all  the  fullness  of  the  Godhead  bodily'  [Col.  2.9]. 
The  Nestorian  opponent  claimed  that  `synthesis'  means  that  the  Logos  became 
part  of  the  resulting  one,  physis  or  hypostasis,  and  therefore  he  shares  the  passions 
(ov,  tftäo  ct)  with  the  other  constituent  (the  human  nature)  by  necessity  (dvdyuq), 
which  is  impious.  Leontius  firstly  points  out  that  the  Nestorian,  just  like  the  Eutychians, 
wrongly  identifies  physis  with  hypostasis.  703  Against  this  he  readily  puts  forward  the 
triadological  argument:  if  physis  is  the  same  as  ousia,  then  there  must  be  either  three 
ousiai  or  one  hypostasis  in  the  Trinity.  In  any  case  this  Nestorian  claim  that  `synthesis' 
introduces  mutation  to  the  immutable  nature  of  God  would  have  some  value  if  it  was 
addressed  to  the  Monophysites  who  speak  about  one  `synthetic  physis'  and  not  to  the 
Chalcedonians  who  say  one  `synthetic  hypostasis'.  'oa 
Definition  of  hypostasis 
Leontius  realises  that  for  his  argument  to  be  understood,  a  definition  of  hypostasis  is 
necessary.  In  fact  he  gives  a  number  of  definitions  of  which  the  following  three  are 
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relevant  to  our  subject.  A  hypostasis  is  formed:  a)  when  different  `particular'  natures 
(cpvvsts  iätxat)  (not  prosopa)  with  their  `idioms'  are  united  in  one  individual,  "'  b) 
when  not  several  different  natures  but  several  partial  `idioms'  of  a  single  nature  come 
together  to  form  one  general  `idiom'  'which  belongs  to  one  subject.  706  At  this  point 
Leontius  explains  what  constitutes  a  hypostasis  is  the  union  of  the  partial  `idioms'  of 
one  or  several  natures  united  in  one  particular.  In  other  words  hypostasis  is  mainly  what 
singles  out  a  `particular'  from  all  the  other  `particulars'  which  belong  to  the  same  class. 
The  hypostasis  designates  the  particular  as  an  individualised  being  (zoos  rt)  by 
concretising  the  general  species.  In  other  words,  the  hypostasis  is  what  individualises 
the  `particulars'  (Ka1  '  iKacva)  of  a  class  and  distinguishes  them  from  one  another  by 
their  `most  peculiar  attribute'  (i51KW'rczrov-iäiwua).  707  In  this  sense,  says  Leontius, 
the  fathers  identified  hypostasis  with  prosopon.  Y°8 
Leontius  agrees  with  Basil  and  the  other  Cappadocians  who  defined  hypostasis  as 
the  individualised  general  species  (ousia).  In  other  words  hypostasis  is  the  ousia  with 
the  `idioms'  which  are  predicated  of  a  being.  But  Leontius  gives  a  more  specific 
meaning  to  it  which  facilitates  his  argumentation.  For  him  hypostasis  can  be  defined  as 
the  concurrence  (avvoöos)  of  `idioms'  of  one  (as  in  the  Trinity)  or  many  united  natures 
(as  in  Christ).  So  whereas  in  the  Trinity  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  is  constituted  from 
the  sum  of  his  divine  'idioms"",  Christ's  hypostasis  is  formed  from  the  concurrence  of 
the  `idioms'  of  the  nature  of  the  Logos  and  the  `idioms'  of  the  human  nature  710  In  other 
words,  for  Leontius,  Christ  is  the  one  pre-existent  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  in  which  the 
divine  nature  and  its  `idioms'  are  united  with  the  human  nature  and  its  `idioms'. 
Christ's  one  unique  hypostasis  sets-him  apart  from  any  other  hypostasis  either 
divine  or  human,  He  is  `heteroypostatic'  (hrepoviröcraroq).  As  mentioned,  this  is  the 
function  of  the  hypostasis:  to  distinguish  the  subject  from  all  the  rest  by  showing  it  in  its 
monad.  "'  Thus,  Christ's  one  hypostasis  distinguishes  him  both  from  the  other  two 
persons  or  hypostases  of  the  Trinity  and  from  the  other  men.  However,  at  the  same  time, 
it  makes  him  partly  consubstantial  both  with  the  other  two  Persons  of  the  Trinity  and 
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with  us.  To  the  Nestorian  question  how  one  hypostasis  could  do  that,  Leontius  replies 
that  we  call  Christ's  one  hypostasis  consubstantial  with  both  the  Father  and  us,  not  in 
itself,  but  because  it  is  `with  ousiai'  (evoÜaaoq).  It  is  the  two  ousiai,  which  are 
enhypostatic  in  the  one  hypostasis,  that  are  respectively  consubstantial  with  the  Father 
and  with  us,  and  not  the  hypostasis  as  such.  Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  the  oneness  of 
Christ's  hypostasis  does  not  abolish  the  duality  of  his  natures  and  his  double 
consubstantiality  and  on  the  other,  the  duality  of  his  natures  does  not  cancel  the  oneness 
of  his  person.  "' 
Enypostaton 
Leontius  makes  absolutely  clear  that  only  the  divine  nature  has  always  had  its  own 
hypostasis.  The  human  nature,  however,  has  never  had  a  hypostasis  of  its  own.  An 
obvious  question  is  raised  by  the  `Nestorian':  if  hypostasis  is  the  nature  plus  the 
`idioms'  and  if  Christ's  human  nature  does  have  its  own  `idioms'  as  Leontius  clearly 
admits,  then  why  does  Christ's  human  nature  not  have  its  own  hypostasis?  Furthermore, 
if  having  a  hypostasis  primarily  means  being  real  -  an  assumption  that  Leontius 
accepts  -  will  a  human  nature  without  a  hypostasis  not  be  `anhypostatic' 
(dvvzoararog),  i.  e.  non  existing?  "'  Leontius'  replies  that  one  should  distinguish 
between  a)  `anhypostaton'  i.  e.  something  that  does  not  have  a  hypostasis  at  all,  b) 
`idiohypostaton'  (iötoviröararog)  i.  e.  something  that  exists  in  its  own  hypostasis  and 
c)  `enhypostaton',  i.  e.  something  that  subsists  in  somebody  else's  hypostasis  on  account 
of  their  union.  "4  Christ's  human  nature  is  neither  `anhypostatic'  nor  `idiohypostatic';  it 
is  `enhypostatic'  (hvvzöorarog),  that  is,  it  exists  in  the  pre-existent  hypostasis  of  the 
Logos.  In  fact  both  natures  of  Christ  are  `enhypostatic'  for  both  subsist  in  one  common 
hypostasis,  that  of  the  Logos. 
For  we  say  that  both  natures  subsist  in  the  one  and  the  same  hypostasis.  By 
this  we  do  not  mean  that  either  of  them  can  exist  by  itself  without  a  hypostasis, 
but  that  they  can  both  subsist  in  one  common  hypostasis.  This  way  they  are 
both  `enhypostatic'  according  to  the  one  and  same  hypostasis.  "' 
The  discussion  about  the  `enhypostaton'  throws  up  the  basic  Nestorian  tenets  with 
regard  to  physis  and  hypostasis.  They  are:  a)  a  real  physis  has  to  be  a  hypostasis, 
otherwise  it  is  `anhypostatic',  i.  e.  non  existing,  b)  if  each  physis  has  its  own  hypostasis 
then  two  physeis  cannot  subsist  in  a  single  hypostasis,  c)  to  say  that  two  physeis  subsist 
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in  one  hypostasis  is  to  divide  this  hypostasis  which  is  impossible.  "'  Leontius  says  that  it 
is  perfectly  possible  for  many  physeis  to  subsist  in  one  hypostasis.  From  the  natural 
world  he  uses  the  example  of  things  sharing  the  same  colour.  If  one  thing  is  coloured 
that  means  that  there  is  a  colour,  like  when  there  is  a  physis,  there  is  also  a  hypostasis. 
This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  when  there  are  many  things  in  the  same  colour  there 
are  also  many  colours.  It  is  true,  that  for  a  physis  to  exist  it  has  to  be  a  hypostasis,  but 
this  does  not  mean  that  it  has  to  exist  in  its  own  hypostasis  (Vic).  "'  True,  because  the 
physeis  in  Christ  'exist,  they  have  to  subsist  and  be  `enhypostatic'.  Yet,  because  they  are 
united  they  do  not  have  to  subsist  independently,  i.  e.  each  one  of  them  having  its  own 
exclusive  hypostasis  ('heterohypostatic');  that  would  be  true  if  they  existed  on  their 
own.  In  the  case  of  Christ  they  subsist  in  one  common  hypostasis,  that  of  the  God- 
Logos.  This  is  how  their  being  `enhypostatic'  should  be  understood.  Thus,  says 
Leontius,  the  one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  is  not  divided  into  two  as  the  Nestorian 
perceives  it.  In  the  Lord,,  the  difference  is  not  between  hypostaseis  but  between  the 
`particular  hypostatic  idioms'  (ö  roazarticwv  pepzcc  v  iSuvpärwv)  of  the  two 
physeis.  This  is  because,  what  happened  in  the  incarnation  was  not  a  union  of 
hypostaseis,  but  a  `synthesis'  of  two  different  physeis  in  the  one  pre-existent  hypostasis 
of  the  Logos.  "' 
To  support  this  idea  Leontius  uses  rather  unconvincing  examples  from  the 
physical  world:  the  members  of  the  human  body  (hand,  foot,  nail,  liver  etc.  )  exist  not  by 
themselves  but  in  the  hypostasis  of  the  individual  human  being.  "' 
To  answer  the  Nestorian  claim  further  that  two  real  natures  must  equal  two 
hypostaseis  Leontius  resorts  to  theology.  In  the  Trinity,  he  argues,  we  have  three 
hypostaseis  who  are  not  `anousioi'  (without  nature,  i.  e.  not  existing)  but  `enousioi'  (with 
nature,  i.  e.  real).  In  saying  this  we  do  not  divide  the  one  ousia  into  three.  Similarly,  in 
Christ  we  have  two  natures  which  are  not  `anhypostatic'  (not  real)  but  `enhypostatic', 
that  is,  they  exist,  in  one  hypostasis.  Just  because  the  natures  are  `enhypostatic'  (real)  it 
does  not  necessarily  follow  that  they  constitute  two  hypostaseis.  720 
Leontius  summarises  his  teaching  on  the  `enhypostaton'  in  his  `Canon  of 
Orthodoxy': 
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We  know  that  for  both  [natures]  there  is  one  and  the  same  common  hypostasis, 
which  existed  before  the  human  nature,  being  exclusive  (h5i/CJ)  to  the  Logos 
in  the  common  ousia  of  the  Divinity.  This  hypostasis  having  created  for  itself 
the  nature  of  the  Lordly  Man  (KvptaK6g  ävOpanroc)  and  embracing  and 
uniting  to  itself  its  own  nature,  and  at  the  same  time  being  the  hypostasis  of  the 
nature  of  the  flesh  as  well,  and  being  shared  by  it  as  well,  while  before  [this 
hypostasis]  was  exclusive  it  became  manifold  (;  rotxzAAcorepa).  '2' 
The  Logos's  hypostasis  is  now  `manifold'  and  inclusive;  before  the  incarnation  it 
was  distinguished  from  that  of  the  Father  and  the  Spirit  only  by  its  `idiom'  of  being 
begotten  and  now  in  addition  to  that  it  is  distinguished  by  its  possession  of  one  more 
physis  with  its  `idioms'.  This  last  observation  is  one  of  Leontius'  new  and  worthwhile 
ideas.  As  have  we  noticed,  for  Leontius  hypostatic  union  means  the  union  of  the 
`idioms'  of  the  two  natures  in  the  one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos.  This  one  hypostasis,  has 
now  become  richer,  since  it  incorporates  the  `idioms'  of  the  humanity  as  well: 
Not  the  nature,  but  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  received  an  addition;  not  [an 
addition]  of  a  hypostasis,  but  of  the  `idioms'  which  are  regarded  as  elements  of 
the  hypostasis  (azot%eta  67ocrdacws)  and  which  are  attached  to  it  [the 
Logos'  hypostasis]  through  the  union  of  his  nature  to  another  nature.  722 
The  incarnation  has  increased  the  `particular  idioms'  of  the  hypostasis  of  the 
Logos,  but  has  not  transformed  him  into  something  else.  He  was  not  `one  person' 
(ä22og)  before  and  `another  person'  (ä22o;  -)  now,  rather  before,  he  existed  `in  a 
different  manner'  (ä2Aws)  than  he  exists  now  (that  is  to  say  the  Logos  was  bodiless  and 
thus  invisible  before,  whereas  now  he  is  with  body  and  thus  visible).  723 
After  the  incarnation,  the  particular  `idiom'  of  the  Logos'  hypostasis  became  `less 
synthetic'  (dvvv6suvrcpov)  with  the  addition  now  of  the  human  particular  `idiom'.  "' 
Obviously  here  Leontius  presents  us  with  a  paradox.  One  expects  that  the  addition  of 
more  particular  attributes  would  make  Logos'  particular  `idiom'  `more  synthetic' 
(ovvosrW'repov).  Ch.  Moeller's  suggestion  that  the  original  should  have  read  `more 
synthetic'  is,  in  my  view,  correct. 
725 
Since  Leontius  rejected  the  idea  that  the  `man'  in  Christ  had  his  own  hypostasis, 
he  was  inevitably  faced  with  the  problem:  did  the  Logos  unite  himself  to  the  universal 
man  (rd  v  rca962ov  dvt'pc  wrov)?  If  this  is  the  case,  argues  the  Nestorian,  then 
Leontius  must  regard  this  universal  man  either  as  a  mere  concept  deprived  of  ousia,  or 
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as  the  concurrence  in  one  man  (vxdpýet  iäic)  of  all  the  particular  human  beings, 
which  apparently  means  that  the  Logos  was  united  to  all  men.  In  his  reply,  Leontius 
again  makes  use  of  Aristotelian  metaphysics.  He  accuses  the  Nestorian  of  confusing 
ousia  with  `accidents'  (aupis8r7KÖra).  726  For  Leontius,  Christ's  human  nature  is  not 
the  `universal  man'  or  the  human  nature  in  general.  It  is  a  `particular  physis'  (9p  otq 
i5tic7),  but  that  does  not  mean  that  it  is  a  hypostasis. 
. 
It  is  wrong,  he  says,  to  equate 
`particular  physis'  with  hypostasis  as  the  Nestorians  do.  If  that  was  the  case,  then  the 
three  hypostaseis  in  the  Trinity  would  also  be  three  `particular  physeis',  which  is 
obviously  blasphemous.  Similarly,  if  the  Nestorian  principle  held  true,  all  human 
hypostaseis  and  prosopa  should  be  identified  because  all  men  share  the  same  physis  and 
therefore  have  identical  `particular  physeis'.  727  Leontius  makes  clear  that  he  calls  only 
the  human  physis  `particular'.  The  divine  physis  cannot  be  called  so  because,  although  it 
is  enhypostasised  in  the  `particular'  hypostasis  of  the  Logos,  it  still  remains  indivisible 
and  common  to  the  three  Divine  persons.  "' 
Another  obvious  question  posed  by  the  Nestorian  was:  `how  can  `the  man'  have 
his  own  physis  in  Christ  but  not  his  own  hypostasis?  '  If  the  human  physis  came  into 
being  outside  the  Logos  and  then  subsisted  in  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos,  how  is  it 
possible  that  a  physis  be  formed  before  it  is  a  hypostasis?  First  of  all,  says  Leontius,  by 
its  definition  as  distinguisher,  hypostasis  cannot  be  united  to  another  hypostasis  and 
result  in  one  being.  In  other  words,  if  the  Logos  had  his  own  hypostasis  and  the  man  had 
his  own  hypostasis,  the  union  would  not  be  real  because  the  two  hypostaseis  would 
separate  his  two  natures.  729  `Do  you  say  that  there  would  be  any  sort  of  union  if  divinity 
and  humanity  each  had  their  own  hypostasis?  '  asks  Leontius.  73° 
It  is  not  true,  says  Leontius,  that  the  `specific  human  nature'  (i6txrj  q.  n  criq 
dvOpo»reia)  of  Christ  preceded  its  hypostasis.  In  fact  it  never  existed  before  the 
conception,  "'  which  in  Leontius'  terms  means  that  it  never  existed  outside  the  Logos. 
As  soon  it  came  into  being  the  human  nature  was  enhypostasised,  not  in  a  hypostasis  of 
its  own  but  in  the  pre-existent  hypostasis  of  the  Logos.  The  concurrence  of  the  human 
nature  with  its  `idioms'  and  the  divine  nature  with  its  `idioms'  formed  the  one 
hypostasis  and  one  prosopon  of  Christ.  This  one  hypostasis  and  one  prosopon  is  not 
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human,  emphasises  Leontius,  but  it  is  the  hypostasis  and  prosopon  of  the  Logos,  `the 
one  of  the  holy  Trinity'.  Thus,  the  Logos  no  longer  has  in  his  hypostasis  the  divine 
nature  and  its  `idioms'  only,  but  now  he  has  added  to  himself  this  `newer'  physis 
(xatvorepa  Spvats)  and  its  `idioms'.  132 
Although  Leontius  most  vigorously  rejects  any  idea  of  the  human  nature  ever 
having  its  own  hypostasis,  at  one  point  he  appears  to  allow  this  possibility,  but  only  as  a 
hypothesis.  He  says  that  he  cannot  accept  that  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  was  united  to 
a  human  hypostasis,  but,  he  adds,  even  if  there  was  a  human  hypostasis  before  the  union 
(which  obviously  is  only  a  theoretical  hypothesis),  it  was  completely  and  as  a  whole 
united  to  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos,  so  that  we  cannot  say  that  it  exists  on  its  own  any 
more.  733 
The  Nestorian  asks:  `if  the  hypostasis  of  Christ  is  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos,  and 
if  in  Christ  the  God  Logos  and  the  human  nature  are  united,  then  the  God  Logos  is  part 
of  himself.  Leontius  answers  that  the  God  Logos  is  not  a  part  of  the  hypostasis  of  Christ 
but  rather  Christ  is  the  Logos  himself  only  that  now  he  is  incarnate.  734 
The  Nestorian  sees  a  contradiction  in  Leontius'  assertion  that  Christ's  human 
nature  does  not  have  a  hypostasis  and  still  is  consubstantial  with  David  who  does:  `if  the 
human  nature  does  not  have  its  own  hypostasis  then  it  cannot  be  consubstantial  with 
David,  because  an  anhypostaton  cannot  be  consubstantial  with  an  enhypostaton.  ' 
Leontius  replies: 
If  Christ  is both  God  and  man  then  how  can  one  say  that  there  are  two  different 
hypostases,  one  for  the  God  and  one  for  the  man?  Even  if  one  considers 
divinity  and  humanity  parts  of  the  one  Christ,  that  does  not  mean  that  they 
exist  on  their  own,  but  each  one  of  them  can  only  be  regarded  in  the  whole  of 
Christ.  We  do  not  need  to  accept  two  hypostases  in  Christ  in  order  to  safeguard 
his  double  consubstantiality.  His  one  hypostasis  is  consubstantial  both  with  the 
Father  and  with  David  which  makes  Christ  the  mediator  between  God  and 
men.  735 
As  regards  the  usage  of  the  term  `synthetic  hypostasis,  '  Leontius  is  not  very 
consistent.  Sometimes  he  uses  it  and  sometimes  he  rejects  it.  An  alternative  which  he 
seems  to  be  more  comfortable  with  is  `synthetic  Christ'  736  This  is  because,  strictly 
speaking,  a  `synthetic  hypostasis'  (avv&rog)  is  the  one  which  is  formed  out  of  many 
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hypostaseis,  which  of  course  is  rejected  by  Leontius.  737  He  would,  however,  accept  the 
term  `synthetic  hypostasis'  only  if  it  is  understood  in  the  sense  that  the  union  was 
effected  `out  of  natures'  and  not  `out  of  hypostaseis'.  738  In  fact  Leontius  could  also  call 
the  hypostaseis  of  the  Father  and  the  holy  Spirit  `synthetic':  he  says  that  as  the  Logos' 
hypostasis  is  synthetic  because  it  has  many  `idioms',  so  are  the  hypostaseis  of  the  Father 
and  the  holy  Spirit,  because  they  also  have  many  divine  `idioms',  if  not  human  ones. 
Yet  there  cannot  be  `enumeration'  (dpIO,  u)7trts)  in  the  hypostasis  of  the  Father;  it  is 
one,  single  hypostasis.  In  the  same  way  the  divine  and  human  `idioms'  of  Christ  do  not 
divide  his  one  hypostasis.  73'  Nor  should  this  hypostasis  be  considered  mutable  on  the 
grounds  of  the  addition  of  the  human  `idioms'  to  it;  because  like  the  divine  nature  it 
remains  what  it  was  before.  740 
In  the  same  way  that  he  rejects  the  `out  of  two  hypostaseis  one  synthetic 
hypostasis'  formula,  Leontius  also  rejects  the  `synthetic  physis'  and  `synthesis  of 
hypostaseis'  formulae. 
In  this  one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  there  is  communication  between  humanity  and 
divinity  (communicatio  idiomatum).  Leontius  stresses  that  this  `communication'  takes 
place  between  the  `idioms'  of  the  two  natures  in  the  Logos'  hypostasis  and  not  the 
natures  themselves.  The  natures  remain  unaffected.  74' 
Throughout  his  work  Leontius  emphasises  the  identity  of  the  subject  of  Christ 
with  that  of  the  Logos.  Like  Cyril  before  him, Leontius  teaches  that  through  the  idea  of 
the  Logos'  `double  birth': 
[We  teach]  that  the  Only-begotten  Son  of  the  One  Father  existed  before  all, 
ages  through  his  own  one  and  single  birth;  and  also  we  confess  that  [the  Only- 
begotten  Son],  in  these  last  days,  by  his  own  merciful  and  good  will, 
accomplished  again  his  very  own  (iäzKcvräzrnv)  second  birth  in  the  union 
with  the  man  who  is  like  us,  and  [we  confess]  that  [the  Only-begotten  Son] 
was  born  from  the  holy  Virgin  through  fleshly  generation,  exactly  as  it 
happens  in  birth.  742 
It  follows  that  the  `double  consubstantiality'  is  also  upheld  by  Leontius.  The  one 
hypostasis  of  the  Logos,  which  is  the  hypostasis  of  Christ,  is  peculiar  (iSeKý»  i  to  the 
Christ-Logos  and  separates  him  from  the  Father  and  the  Spirit,  as  well  as  all  other  men, 
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but  it  is  common  to  the  divinity  of  the  Logos  and  the  particular  human  nature  that  the 
Logos  received  from  the  Virgin. 
The  `synthesis'  produced  neither  a  new  physis  nor  a  new  hypostasis.  Leontius 
uses  his  favourite  example,  that  of  the  iron  which  when  heated  does  not  turn  into 
another  physis  or  hypostasis.  What  happens  is  that  the  physis  of  the  fire  by  subsisting  in 
the  hypostasis  of  the  iron,  from  being  anhypostatic  (dvv)rOararoc)  in  itself,  becomes 
`synhypostatic'  (avvviröcraroq),  which  is  to  say  that  it  shares  the  hypostasis  of  the 
iron  with  the  physis  of  the  iron. 
The  soteriological  effects  of  synthesis 
This  `synthesis'  or  hypostatic  union  has  for  Leontius  a  great  soteriological  significance. 
In  fact  it  is  the  source  of  our  salvation.  By  allowing  our  human  nature  to  subsist  in  his 
hypostasis  the  Logos  made  it  possible  for  all  of  us  to  subsist  in  God.  We  all  benefit  from 
the  consequences  of  the  hypostatic'  union:  As  Christ's  human  nature  becomes  immortal 
and  immutable  through  its  union  with  the  divinity  so  are  we.  743  The  Logos,  says 
Leontius,  unable  to  mutate  himself  (being  by  nature  immutable  and  impassible), 
changed  the  mutable  humanity  and  made  it  impassible  (avvavrat'ICet)  and  immutable 
like  himself.  "'  In  this  manner  the  union  was  real  and  our  benefit  was  secured. 
The  consequences  of  the  incarnation  affected  the  entire  cosmos.  "'  The  Logos, 
moved  by  his  natural  goodness  (r  ydp  hK  9Vcaxrjq  dyaOörqroq  eoöoicicr),  offered 
himself  completely  to  his  creatures  and  was  united  with  them,  although  they  were  so 
different  from  him.  He  brought  them  from  the  non-being  to  being  and,  even  further,  to  a 
higher  state  of  being,  by  `enhypostatising'  them  in  his  own  divine  hypostasis.  The 
assumed  humanity,  in  which  we  all  partake  through  our  kinship  with  it,  exists  now  not 
in  its  former  corrupt  state,  but  in  the  divine  existence.  In  this  manner,  humanity  is  not 
only  freed  from  corruption  but  also  becomes  incorruptible.  "' 
Like  Athanasius,  Cyril  and  the  rest  of  the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians,  Leontius  sees 
deification  as  the  ultimate  benefit  of  the  incarnation.  The  Logos  deifies  the  flesh  in  the 
743  P.  T.  R.  Gray,  `Leontius  of  Jerusalem's  case  for  a  "synthetic"  union  in  Christ'  SP  18,  pt.  1  (1989),  151- 
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most  direct  way  since  he  is  united  to  it  by  a  natural  union  (covatxrj  QvpirAoxr).  747  The 
first  to  receive  the  `riches  of  deification'  (ö  )r2ovrog  rrjs  eKOeUvastvs)  was  the  `lordly 
man'  (ö  KvptaKcdq  dw9pwzos).  He  was  able  to  receive  these  `riches'  in  his  own 
nature  because  he  was  born  with  and  attached  to  God  (Ex  rrjs  ;  rpdg  rö  v  0.6c  iv 
ovpcpviac)  through  the  hypostatic  and  complete  (ovvavaxpartxrý)  union.  And  on 
account  of  his  being  head  and  brother  and  of  the  same  nature  as  the  rest  of  men,  the 
human  `dough'  (d  vi9prv;  rtvov  ipt  papa),  the  body  of  the  Church,  can  also  receive  this 
gift,  indirectly  and  by  participation  (,  usraA7nztic6%-).  748  This  mystical  yet  ontological 
relationship  between  the  `lordly  man'  and  humanity  is,  for  Leontius,  what  makes  `the 
man  Christ  Jesus'  `the  one  mediator  between  God  and  men'.  749 
One  of  the  benefits  of  the  incarnation  was  the  defeat  of  the  Devil.  Leontius  says 
that  the  `union  according  to  hypostasis,  '  in  its  `synthetic'  sense,  is  the  only  kind  of 
union  which  is  so  intimate  as  to  allow  no  room  in  the  hypostasis  of  Christ  for  demonic 
possession!  " 
The  `synthetic  union'  between  God  and  the  `lordly  man'  wrought  the  `renewal' 
(dvavEwvcts)  of  the  `image'  of  God  in  men.  Leontius  describes  this  with  a  very 
interesting  analogy.  He  likens  the  fallen  human  nature  with  a  piece  of  wax  on  which  a 
seal  has  been  imprinted.  The  wax  falls  on  the  ground  and  the  seal  becomes  smeared  by 
dirt.  Then  the  owner  of  the  seal  renews  the  tinted  imprint  by  pressing  the  seal-ring  even 
harder  against  the  wax.  This  new  act  of  God  is  even  more  vigorous  than  the  original 
bestowal  of  the  divine  image  to  Adam  since  he  himself  now  becomes  entwined  with 
man.  75'  Leontius  obviously  draws  on  the  tradition  of  Athanasius,  the  Cappadocians  and 
Cyril  which  ascribed  this  deep  ontological  meaning  to  the  incarnation. 
Leontius  insists  that  `synthesis'  is  the  source  of  the  impassibility  and 
incorruptibility  of  the  human  nature.  To  the  Nestorian  claim  that  since  Christ's  body 
became  impassible  and  incorruptible  through  his  resurrection,  "'  there  is  not  much  point 
for  `synthesis',  Leontius  answers  that  such  an  idea  is  fundamentally  wrong  because  it 
ignores  the  axiom  that  attributes  such  as  impassibility  and  incorruptibility  belong  to 
ousiai  and  therefore  are  only  given  by  an  ousia  to  another  ousia.  `Resurrection'  is  not  an 
ousia  so  as  to  be  able  to  bestow  these  attributes  to  Christ's  body.  It  was  therefore  the 
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divine  ousia,  which  naturally  possessed  them  and  which  only  can  give  them  to  men,  that 
through  the  synthesis  granted  them  to  Christ's  body  and  through  it  to  the  rest  of  us.  7S3 
Besides,  Christ  was  not  resurrected  by  somebody  else  but  he  (as  God)  raised  himself 
from  the  dead,  since,  again  on  account  of  the  synthesis,  Christ  and  the  Divine  Logos  are 
one  and  the  same  person.  Christ's  resurrection,  says  Leontius,  was  his  `self-action' 
(avroEVEpyeta  )"754 
Similarly,  Christ's  extraordinary  birth  is  a  proof  of  the  `synthesis'.  Only  through 
`synthesis'  could  two  `heterousia'  result  in  one  being.  "' 
Leontius'  explanations  did  not  satisfy  the  Nestorian.  The  latter  argues  that  if  the 
Logos  is  simple  in  his  nature  as  well  as  his  hypostasis  (as  befits  God)  and  if  he  is 
immutable  in  his  nature  and  his  hypostasis  then  the  idea  that  after  the  incarnation  his 
hypostasis  became  synthetic  should  be  rejected.  Leontius  refutes  this  argument  on  the 
basis  of  the  definition  of  hypostasis  as  physis  with  `idioms'.  He  says  that  if  this 
definition  stands  then  according  to  the  Nestorian  a  simple  hypostasis  should  be  either 
one  physis  with  one  simple  `idiom'  or  many  physeis  with  one  simple  `idiom'.  But  in 
this  case,  says  Leontius,  even  the  three  divine  hypostaseis  would  not  qualify  as  simple, 
because  each  one  of  them  has  more  than  one  simple  `idiom'  (the  Father  is  unbegotten, 
Father  of  the  Logos  and  proceeder  of  the  holy  Spirit;  the  Son  is  begotten,  Son  of  the 
Father  and  sender  of  the  holy  Spirit). 
As  already  mentioned,  for  Leontius  the  two  physeis  or  ousiai  in  Christ  are 
complete  and  perfect.  The  Logos  is  true  God  and  the  flesh  is  true  man  (ävOpwiroq). 
Christ  is  truly  both  God  and  man.  Yet  the  two  complete  physeis  are  not  enough  to  make 
Christ  who  he  is.  Christ,  says  Leontius  is  `according  to  the  Logos'  (xard  Al  yov)  not 
`according  to  physis'  (Kard  rpvat  v).  His  personal  being  is  that  of  the  Logos  and  his 
hypostasis  is  Logos'  hypostasis.  's6 
Leontius  makes  a  distinction  between  the  `natural  union'  (EvwQtq  coVQtxq)  and 
the  `hypostatic  union'  or  `union  according  to  hypostasis'.  The  former  is  the  union 
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proclaimed  by  the  Severans  as  well  as  the  Nestorians.  At  first  Leontius  rejects  it  because 
it  results  in  a  tertium  quid,  a  physis  other  than  the  ones  that  are  united.  ''  However, 
when  specifically  asked  by  the  Nestorian,  he  does  call  the  union  in  Christ  not  only 
hypostatic  but  also  `natural'  because  (two)  natures  were  united.  He  explains  that  he 
would  not  accept  a  `natural  union'  in  the  sense  that  it  happened  `according  to  nature' 
(Ao'yq)  rpvcTixcv7  because  in  that  case  not  only  the  Son  but  also  the  Father  and  the  holy 
Spirit  should  have  become  incarnate,  and  on  the  other  hand  all  of  us  should  have  been 
assumed  by  the  Logos.  75' 
Christ's  sinlessness 
The  major  problem  of  the  sinlessness  of  Christ  is  also  touched  by  the  Nestorian.  If, 
according  to  the  hypostatic  union,  the  flesh  was  united  with  divinity  in  the  hypostasis 
and  prosopon  of  the  Logos,  then  it  was  he  who  defeated  sin  on  behalf  of  the  flesh. 
Therefore,  no  moral  merit  could  be  ascribed  to  the  flesh.  Leontius  replies  that  it  was 
only  natural  that  the  Logos  helped  the  flesh  to  prevail  over  sin,  because  to  defeat  sin  and 
the  Devil  without  any  help  belongs  only  to  the  sinless  physis  of  God.  Our  weak  physis 
needed  a  power  to  indwell  (Euq  wAevbVU17q)  it  and  strengthen  it,  so  that  we  would  not 
be  dominated  by  the  adverse  power  of  the  Devil  who  stung  us  with  the  sting  of  death, 
which  is  sin,  and  made  us  mortals.  The  influence  of  the  Devil  was  neither  external  nor 
temporary  because  he  is  immortal  and  has  the  capacity  of  entering  our  hearts.  "9 
Therefore,  the  disease  which  causes  us  to  sin  and  die  has  affected  our  very  own  physis. 
This  is  why  God's  physis  `was  entangled'  (avveirAa'Kr7)  with  our  physis  and  assumed 
us  all  in  his  hypostasis.  By  uniting  us  with  him  according  to  hypostasis,  God  no  longer 
allows  the  Devil  to  find  our  physis  unguarded,  enter  it  and  even  somehow  unite  himself 
with  us  hypostatically.  Through  the  union  the  Logos  made  his  own  flesh  sinless,  and 
then  because  we  are  all  consubstantial  with  it,  we  all  became  partakers  of  this  spiritual 
sinlessness  partly  now  and  perfectly  in  the  age  to  come.  "' 
'One  of  the  Trinity  suffered  in  the  flesh' 
In  the  seventh  book  of  his  AN,  Leontius  defends  the  cornerstone  -of  the  `neo- 
Chalcedonian'  christology,  namely  the  formula  `one  of  the  Trinity  suffered  in  the  flesh'. 
Ever  since  Cyril  proclaimed  that  not  the  `assumed  man'  but,  the  God-Logos  himself 
suffered  in  his  flesh,  the  radical  Antiochene  theologians  have  attacked  this  Cyrillian 
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thesis  as  introducing  suffering  into  the  impassible  divine  essence.  Here  again  the 
Nestorian  puts  forward  the  classic  argument:  `If  the  Holy  Trinity  is  impassible  whereas 
Christ  passible,  and  if  Christ  is  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  then  either  the  Holy  Trinity  is 
passible  as  well,  or  Christ  is  not  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity'.  The  qualifier  `suffered  in  the 
flesh'  does  not  make  any  difference,  says  the  Nestorian,  since  the  suffering  subject 
remains  the  same.  76'  Predictably,  Leontius'  reply  is  based  on  the  idea  of  the  `hypostatic 
union'.  In  his  one  hypostasis  the  God-Logos  united,  not  hypostases,  but  physes  and  now 
has  the  natural  idioms  of  both.  The  suffering  belongs  to  the  human  physis,  but  it  is 
predicated  of  the  one  hypostasis  in  which  this  human  (as  well  as  the  divine)  physis  exist. 
The  qualifier  `in  the  flesh'  does  not  mean  that  only  a  part  of  the  Logos  suffered  (just  as 
when  we  say  that  a  man  is  wounded  in  the  flesh  we  do  not  mean  that  only  his  flesh 
suffered  but  the  whole  man,  i.  e.  both  body  and  soul);  nor  does  it  mean  that  the  flesh  is 
the  vehicle  through  which  suffering  was  introduced  into  the  impassible  divinity.  Rather, 
since  the  passible  flesh  is  Christ's  own  flesh,  then  Christ  (as  the  sole  hypostasis  in 
which  the  flesh  subsists)  is  the  bearer  of  its  sufferings.  But  Christ,  adds  Leontius,  ever 
since  the  incarnation  has  been  and  will  always  be  the  Logos  himself  I"  At  this  point, 
Leontius  focuses  on  the  most  fundamental  issue  of  the  whole  debate:  whether  Christ  is 
completely  identified  with  the  Logos.  The  `theopaschite'  question  reveals  the 
shortcomings  of  the  radical  Antiochene  christology  which,  while  proclaiming  Christ  to 
be  both  passible  and  impassible,  fails  to  do  so  with  regard  to  the  incarnate  Logos. 
Explaining  further  what  `one  of  the  Trinity'  means,  Leontius  says  that  it  obviously 
refers  to  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  and  not  to  his  divine  physis,  because  the  divine 
physis  is  one,  undivided  and  common  to  all  three  divine  Persons.  As  it  is  the  hypostasis 
of  the  Logos  which  was  incarnate,  and  not  the  divine  physis,  the  Nestorian  is  wrong  in 
claiming  that  the  `one  of  the  Trinity'  formula  involves  the  whole  Trinity  in  the 
incarnation.  "'  In  contrast  to  the  divine  physis  which  is  common,  the  three  divine 
hypostaseis  have  always  been  distinct,  both  before  and  after  the  incarnation.  764  However, 
not  all  has  remained  unaffected  by  the  assumption  of  the  flesh.  The  common  physis  of 
the  Trinity  remained  unchanged  indeed.  But  the  hypostasis  of  the  pre-existent  Logos,  by 
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becoming  the  hypostasis  of  Christ,  "'  is  now  both  passible  and  impassible.  "'  Indeed  the 
hypostasis  of  Christ-Logos  suffered  on  account  of  its  passible  constituent,  the  human 
nature.  767 
Leontius'  deep  insight  of  the  union  is  manifested  in  chapter  ten  of  this  seventh 
book  of  AN.  There  the  Nestorian  argues  that  if  the  Cyrillian  party  says  that  the  Logos 
suffered  merely  because  he  had  appropriated  the  passible  nature,  then  he  did  not  truly 
suffer  himself.  `To  appropriate  (oiKstovoOat)  a  suffering  thing,  '  says  the  Nestorian, 
`is  not  necessarily  to  suffer.  '  Leontius  replies  that  it  is  not  simply  the  `appropriation' 
(oiKsiwctq)  of  the  flesh  that  makes  the  orthodox  say  that  the  Logos  himself  suffered  or 
was  born.  But  it  is  the  `hypostatic  union'  according  to  which  the  `names'  (dvöuaza)  of 
the  united  parts  are  all  transferred  to  and  predicated  of  the  one  hypostasis.  768 
Contra  Monophysitas 
Leontius  challenges  the  errors  of  the  Monophysites  with  equal  acuteness.  In  a  series  of 
logical  arguments  he  tries  to  show  that  the  `one  physis'  formula  is  unpalatable. 
He  begins  with  a  common  anti-Monophysite  argument  of  the  `neo- 
Chalcedonians':  If  Christ  is  one  ousia  and  at  the  same  time  consubstantial  both  with  the 
Father  and  with  us,  then  we  must  also  be  consubstantial  with  the  Father.  '69  Also,  if  the 
union  of  two  physes  results  in  one  physis,  then  this  "  `one  physis'  has  to  be  either 
`homonymous'  with  the  original  two,  in  which  case  Christ  is  neither  God  nor  man,  or 
`synonymous'  ,  with  one  of  them,  in  which  case  Christ  is  either  God  or  man  but  not 
both.  770 
Leontius  also  poses  the  question  of  the  origin  of  Christ's  alleged  `one  ousia'.  If 
this  ousia  has  always  been  one  (i.  e.  even  before  the  union)  then  there  was  no  need  for  a 
union.  If  it  had  its  beginning  at  the  moment  of  the  union,  then  Christ  is  not  eternal  ", 
The  unconfused  `synthesis'  of  two  physes,  says  Leontius,  results  in  nothing  more 
or  less  than  the  union  of  these  two  physes.  If  it  results  in  `one  physis'  then  this  union 
must  involve  `alleosis'  (d22oiwcts)  which  is  tantamount  to  confusion  (a6yzvc1c).  72 
Of  course,  the  Monophysites  would  deny  that  they  teach  the  confusion  of  the  natures.  `If 
'65  `He  [i.  e.  the  Logos]  has  the  same  hypostasis  as  he  had  before  [i.  e.  before  the  incarnation]'  says 
Leontius,  `even  though  he  has  now  added  to  himself  a  physis  which  he  did  not  have.  '  PG  86,1768A. 
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two  natures  united  without  confusion,  '  asks  Leontius,  `result  in  one  nature,  then  what 
different  happens  when  they  are  united  in  a  confused  manner?  ' 
The  Monophysites  should  accept  the  number  `two,  '  argues  Leontius.  It  is  not  good 
enough  to  say  that  they  see  the  `two  natures'  in  Christ  `in  contemplation'  (r  E;  rtvoicr) 
if  by  this  they  mean  that  the  natures  are  different  only  in  fantasy.  This  is  a  `false 
contemplation'  (6'r  vota  yievörjS).  The  `true  contemplation'  (brtvota  dAipYrjs)  is  the 
one  according  to  which  `two  natures'  exist  really  even  though  we  cannot  see  both  of 
them.  73  To  underline  this  truth  Leontius  uses  language  which  sounds  Theodorene: 
`After  the  union  the  apostle  saw  [in  Christ]  the  assuming  and  the  assumed  form  or 
nature.  These  are  neither  one  nor  similar.  '"" 
If  by  saying  `two,  '  according  to  the  Monophysites,  one  introduces  division,  then, 
asks  Leontius,  how  do  they  not  do  the  same  when  they  recognise  the  difference  between 
the  divine  and  human  attributes  (iöiörrjreq)  in  Christ?  The  Monophysites  might  reply 
that  `recognising  the  difference'  does  not  divide  the  nature  as  is  seen  in  triadology.  But 
there,  says  Leontius,  the  difference  of  the  attributes  is  what  makes  the  hypostases 
different.  And  one  would  suppose  that  the  Monophysites  do  not  want  to  teach  two 
hypostases  in  Christ.  "S 
The  Severan  `synthetic  physis'  is  not  satisfactory  either.  If  Christ's  physis  is 
synthetic  then  he  is  not  consubstantial  with  the  Father  whose  physis  is  simple.  "' 
Similarly  if  Christ  is  `one  physis  incarnate,  '  then  he  is  not  consubstantial  with  the  Father 
whose  physis  is  not  incarnate.  "' 
Leontius  distinguishes  between  the  variants  of  the  monophysite  formula:  `one 
incarnate  physis  of  the  God-Logos'  (pia  pv'atq  roil  Osoü  Aöyov  occapicmpEvq) 
('incarnate'  qualifies  `physis')  and  `one  physis  of  the  God-Logos  incarnate'  (ila  gnSQts 
roil  Osoü  A6yov  aeaapxwvpevov)  ('incarnate'  qualifies  `the  God-Logos').  778  He 
rejects  the  latter,  whereas  the  former  could  be  understood  in  an  orthodox  way:  the 
`incarnate'  denotes  the  human  physis.  79 
Leontius,  also,  points  to  Cyril's  identical  use  of  the  terms  `physis'  and 
`hypostasis'  in  the  oikonomia.  In  fact,  says  Leontius,  in  the  oikonomia,  the  fathers  do 
"'  PG  86,  pt.  II,  1774D-1777A. 
74  PG  86,  pt.  If,  1777C. 
"s  PG  86,  pt.  II,  1785D-1788A. 
776  PG  86,  pt.  11,179213C. 
"'  PG  86,  pt.  II,  1792CD. 
"ß  The  later  formula  is  also  used  by  Cyril.  AdAc.  Mel.,  ACO  I,  1,4,  p.  26,8-10. 
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not  always  use  `ousia',  `physis',  `hypostasis'  and  `prosopon'  in  their  proper  sense 
(Kvpiwq).  78°  This  is  why  Cyril  spoke  of  two  hypostases  in  Christ.  "' 
Leontius  is  concerned  to  show  that  Cyril,  by  saying  `one  physis',  did  not  mean  to 
exclude  the  duality  of  the  natures.  78'  The  Monophysites  might  argue  that  Cyril  taught 
that  the  `two  natures',  even  when  considered  `indivisibly'  (dötatpErws),  to  be  contrary 
to  the  `one  physis'.  783  Leontius  replies  that  Cyril  said  that  with  the  Nestorians  in  mind, 
who  also  say  `indivisibly'  but  by  it  they  mean  that  the  one  Christ  is  indivisible 
according  to  `equality'  (icortuia),  `identification  of  wills'  (ravroßovAia)  and 
`authority'  (a6Oevria).  784 
Even  Athanasius,  the  supposed  source  of  the  `one  physis'  formula,  did  not  mean 
to  say  that  Christ  was  one  physis,  claims  Leontius.  The  celebrated  passage  from  ad 
Jovianum78S  teaches  that  Christ  should  not  be  worshipped  in  two  natures  as  if  they  were 
different.  It  is  interesting  that  Leontius  suggests  that  the  passage  might  not  be 
Athanasius'  (el  övrws  'A&avacrIq  sipgrat)  and  associates  its  Monophysite 
interpretation  with  Apollinarius.  786 
The  `out  of  two  natures'  when  used  without  qualification  is  also  wrong.  For 
these  two  natures  must  be  either  `common'  (xoivai')  or  `particular'  (iStKaID.  If  they 
were  `common'  then  the  entire  Trinity  and  the  entire  humanity  were  born  of  Mary  and 
crucified  in  Christ.  If  they  were  `particular'  (Leontius  admits  that  this  hypothesis  does 
not  really  apply  to  the  divine  nature  which  beyond  the  categories  of  `common'  and 
`particular')  then  the  human  nature  was  a  pre-existent  individual  which  is  clear 
nestorianism  7g' 
The  orthodox,  however,  confess  both  `out  of  two'  and  `in  two  natures'.  The  `out 
of  two  natures'  means  that  Christ  is  out  of  the  two  pre-existent  natures  of  divinity  and 
humanity  but  more  specifically  it  refers  to  the  `assuming'  of  a  `particular'  humanity 
from  the  `common'  human  nature  and  its  union  with  the  divinity.  However,  this  can  be 
considered  only  `in  contemplation'  since  it  refers  to  a  hypothetical  time  before  Christ. 
780  PG  86,  pt.  II,  1852A-C. 
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The  `in  two  natures',  on  the  'other  hand,  means  that  in  Christ  there  are  the  divine  nature 
(which  as  we  mentioned  above  is  sui  generis  and  thereby  cannot  be  classified  as 
`common'  or  `particular')  and  the  `particular'  human  nature  which  subsisted  in  the 
hypostasis  of  the  Logos.  This  is  why,  according  to  Leontius,  those  who  say  `in  two 
natures,  '  that  is  `two  physes  united  in  Christ'  (Svo  'Puccts...  rjvwpEvaq  by  Xpurrg3), 
acknowledge  the  reality  of  Christ's  humanity  more  emphatically  than  those  who  say 
`out  of  two,.  788 
One  reason  why  the  Monophysites  rejected  `in  two  natures'  was  because  such  a 
formula  is  not  found  in  the  fathers.  Leontius  criticises  this  terminological 
fundamentalism.  If  that  was  the  criterion  of  orthodoxy,  he  says,  then  the  Arians  and  the 
Eunomians  would  be  right  to  reject  the  `homousion'  and  the  `synaidion'  (co-eternity)  of 
the  Logos  since  these  words  are  not  found  in  the  Bible.  In  fact,  the  `one  physis'  formula 
should  not  be  accepted  either,  since  it  cannot  be  found  in  any  source  before  Athanasius. 
What  is  really  important  for  Leontius  is  the  intention  of  the  biblical  authors  or  the 
fathers  and  not  the  terms  or  formulae.  The  `one  physis'  formula  is  again  a  good 
example.  It  is  not  found  in  the  Scriptures.  What  is  found  is  `the  Logos  became  flesh' 
from  which  we  inferred  the  meaning  (Svvauts)  of  the  `one  physis'  formula  (when 
understood  in  an  orthodox  manner).  To  take  the  point  further,  biblical  fundamentalism, 
in  the  sense  of  literal  interpretation  is  not  a  guarantee  for  the  truth,  according  to 
Leontius.  Since  the  `letter  kills,  whereas  the  spirit  gives  life'  one  should  always  give 
more  heed  to  the  meaning  (Stävota)  of  a  passage  than  the  `saying'  (pi  röv).  789 
Church  unity 
Nevertheless,  Leontius'  concern  is  not  simply  to  expose  the  errors  of  his  opponents.  He 
sincerely  intends  to  help  heal  the  division  by  trying  to  understand  the  concerns  of  the 
Monophysites  without  however  compromising  the  truth.  In  this  respect  his  work 
anticipates  the  conciliatory  character  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  council. 
For  Leontius  the  Monophysites  separate  themselves  from  the  Chalcedonians  for 
no  serious  reason.  Severus  himself,  says  Leontius,  admitted  that  many  of  the  Fathers 
spoke  of  two  natures.  79°  As  regards  the  one  physic  formula,  when  properly  understood,  it 
is  in  full  agreement  with  Chalcedon.  Cyril  used  it  to  fight  those  who  taught  `two  self- 
788  PG  86,  pt.  II,  1801B. 
789  As  an  example  of  a  passage  of  which  not  the  letter  but  the  meaning  should  be  observed  Leontius  refers 
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existent  physeis',  i.  e.  `two  hypostaseis'.  Yet  the  formula  clearly  proclaims  the  duality 
of  natures,  the  human  nature  being  indicated  by  `incarnate'.  But  because  `physis'  could 
also  mean  `ousia'  or  `hypostasis',  some  understood  the  . 
'one  physis'  formula  as  teaching 
`change'  or  `confusion'.  This  is  why  Chalcedon  intervened  by  introducing  what  is 
essentially  a  clarification  of  the  same  doctrine.  In  other  words,  by  proclaiming  `two 
physes  of  the  one  Christ  united  according  to  his  one  hypostasis',  as  Leontius  puts  it,  79' 
Chalcedon  taught  the  same  thing  as  Cyril  did  with  his  `one  physis',  but  in  a  clearer 
manner.  792 
Therefore  it  is  irrational,  says  Leontius,  on  the  part  of  the  Monophysites  to 
separate  themselves  from  the  Church  on  such  grounds.  Thus  he  suggests  that  they  can 
keep  the  `one  incarnate  physis  of  the  God-Logos'  formula  as  long  as  they  also  confess 
that  `two  physes  of  Christ  exist  united  according  to  his  one  hypostasis'  and  do  not 
condemn  Pope  Leo  and  the  council  of  Chalcedon.  If  they  do  so,  he  is  even  willing  to 
accept  Severus,  Dioscorus  and  Timothy  and  leave  the  ultimate  judgement  of  all  to 
God.  793 
Leontius'  teaching  of  the  hypostatic  union,  of  the  oneness  of  the  person  and 
hypostasis  of  Christ,  of  the  dominance  of  the  divine  subject  in  him,  all  point  to  his 
Cyrillianism.  Yet  the  most  important  evidence  for  that  is  Leontius'  theopaschism.  He 
uses  the  theopaschite  formula  and  defends  it  against  its  opponents.  Like  all  other  `neo- 
Chalcedonians',  Leontius  attributes  all  actions  of  Christ  to  the  Logos. 
The  advance  in  the  clarification  of  the  Chalcedonian  doctrine  that  Leontius 
brought  about  is  noteworthy.  Grillmeier  observes  that  the  Chalcedonian  Fathers  `knew 
that  the  whole  event  of  the  union  had  as  its  starting-point  the  perfect  Logos  and  Son  in 
the  pre-existence.  Nevertheless  the  concept  of  the  "one  hypostasis"  was  not  applied  to 
this,  but  to  the  final  form  of  him  who  had  assumed  flesh  and  in  the  "one  hypostasis"  let 
the  two  natures  be  recognised.  ""  In  other  words  the  `one  hypostasis'  of  Chalcedon 
referred  to  the  `end  result'  and  not  to  the  pre-existent  Logos.  In  our  view  the  fact  that  the 
Definition  proclaimed  the  `double  consubstantiality'  of  Christ  shows  beyond  doubt  that 
in  the  mind  of  the  Chalcedonian  fathers  the  one  subject  of  the  union  was  that  of  the 
Logos.  Subsequently  the  one  hypostasis,  in  which  the  union  resulted,  had  to  be  that  of 
791  Soo  grovats  roö  i  v6;  XpurroJ  i  vwpEvas  'card  rrjv  play  aüroü  üiröoracty.  PG  86,  pt.  II, 
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the  Logos  since  a  human  hypostasis  was  out  of  the  question.  At  all  events,  the  work  of 
Leontius  makes  this  identification  clear. 
Furthermore,  with  his  elaborate  exposition  of  `synthesis'  Leontius  gave  a 
satisfactory  explanation  of  the  union  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ.  His  terms  and  ideas 
will  be  adopted  and  crystallised  by  Justinian  and  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  council. 174 
CHAPTER  II 
THE  CHRISTOLOGY  OF  JUSTINIAN 
When  Justinian  I  succeeded  his  uncle  Justin  to  the  throne,  things  had  already  changed  in 
favour  of  Chalcedon.  Pursuing  reconciliation  with  the  West  which  had  been  displeased 
by  the  pro-Monophysite  policy  of  Anastasius,  Justin  had  imposed  -  at  Justinian's 
instigation  -a  general  acceptance  of  Chalcedon.  795  Justinian  himself  was  undoubtedly 
an  exponent  of  Chalcedon"  whose  decrees  he  tried  to  impose  throughout  the  Empire 
both  as  Justin's  adviser  in  ecclesiastical  matters  and  as  emperor.  However,  he  was 
circumspect  with  the  Severian  Monophysites  for  both  political  and  theological  reasons. 
As  already  mentioned,  Egypt  and  Syria  were  vital  provinces  for  the  Empire  that 
Justinian  was  not  prepared  to  abandon  on  account  of  theological  quarrels.  But  beyond 
that,  capable  theologian  that  he  was,  Justinian  could  see  little  separating  Cyrillian 
Chalcedonians  and  Severian  Monophysites.  Thus  he  tried  -  without  compromising 
Chalcedonian  orthodoxy  -  to  clarify  the  Definition  of  451  in  Cyrillian  terms  and  thus 
remove  the  misunderstanding  between  the  two  parties. 
2.1  THE  'THEOPASCIIISAI'  OF  THE  SCYTHIAN  MONKS  AND  JUSTINIAN'S  RESPONSE 
Justinian's  first  involvement  in  the  christological  debate  was  in  connection  with  the 
`theopaschite'  formula  of  the  Scythian  monks.  Shortly  after  the  restoration  of  Chalcedon 
by  Justin  (519)  a  group  of  Cyrillian  Chalcedonian  monks  from  Scythia7..  led  by  the 
Archimandrite  John  Maxentius  visited  Constantinople,  in  order  to  participate  in  the 
theological  discussions  designed  to  end  the  Acacian  Schism!  "  From  what  followed  we 
can  assume  that  these  monks  aimed  not  so  much  at  reconciling  the  Eastern  Church  with 
the  Western  one  or  the  Chalcedonians  with  the  Monophysites,  as  to  mediate  between  the 
divided  Chalcedonians.  7  This  they  attempted  to  do  by  submitting  to  the  Patriarch  of 
Constantinople  John  the  Cappadocian  (517-520)  a  Libellus  fidei,  80°  written  by  John 
Maxentius.  This  represented  a  Cyrillian  understanding  of  Chalcedon.  Its  christology  was 
meant  to  oppose  the  strict  dyophysite  reading  of  Chalcedon  made  by  the  `Sleepless' 
monks,  and  the  other  strict  dyophysites.  The  Scythian  monks  explained  that  Chalcedon 
did  not  teach  that  the  Logos  assumed  a  human  subject,  rather,  proclaimed  what  Cyril 
795  See  Vasiliev,  Justin,  pp.  136ff;  Gray,  The  Defense,  pp.  44ff. 
'"  Evagrius,  HE  iv,  10. 
"'  Scythia  was  a  Latin-speaking  Roman  province  on  the  lower  Danube,  between  north-Eastern  Bulgaria 
and  south-Eastern  Romania.  Today  is  known  as  Dobrudza.  See  Bury,  p.  270. 
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had  taught:  Christ's  hypostasis  was  that  of  the  Logos  of  whom,  according  to  the 
hypostatic  union,  all  actions  performed  by  Christ  should  be  predicated.  Consequently, 
one  could  legitimately  say  with  regard  to  Christ's  suffering  that  unus  ex  trinitate  passus 
or  crucifrxus  est  carne  ('one  of  the  Trinity  suffered'  or  `was  crucified  in  the  flesh').  This 
is  the  so  called  `theopaschite'  formula  which  was  to  be  a  stumbling  block  for  the  strict 
dyophysite  party. 
The  Scythian  monks  believed  that  the  acceptance  of  this  formula  by  the 
Chalcedonians  would  exclude  any  `Nestorian'  interpretation  of  Chalcedon.  True,  a 
christology  that  would  predicate  both  Christ's  miracles  and  sufferings  of  the  Logos 
could  not  be  Nestorian.  As  we  have  seen,  what  Nestorius  as  well  as  his  more  moderate 
friend,  Theodoret  of  Cyrus,  could  not  tolerate  about  Cyril's  teaching  was  this 
`theopaschism'.  The  `theopaschism'  of  the  Scythian  monks  was  not,  however, 
welcomed  either  by  the  Patriarch  John  the  Cappadocian  or  the  legates  of  Pope 
Hormisdas  (514-523),  who  were  also  at  Constantinople  participating  in  the 
discussions.  "' 
Hoping  that  Hormisdas  himself  would  be  more  sympathetic,  Maxentius  made  a 
draft  of  the  `theopaschite'  confession  and  sent  it  to  Rome  with  a  delegation  of  his 
followers  under  Peter  the  deacon  (518-519).  Hormisdas  realised  that  the  issue  was  too 
important  to  commit  himself.  His  vacillation  caused  a  serious  complaint  from 
Maxentius.  802  Eventually  Hormisdas  too,  encouraged  by  Justinian  as  we  shall  see, 
rejected  the  Scythian  suggestion.  However,  the  Scythians  were  not  altogether 
unsuccessful.  They  gained  a  hearing  from  a  group  of  African  bishops  who  had  been 
exiled  to  Sardinia  by  the  Arian  king,  Thrasamund.  Their  spiritual  leader  was  Fulgentius 
(c.  462-527),  the  eminent  bishop  of  Ruspe  in  N.  Africa.  To  these  bishops  the  monks  sent 
an  Epistula,  803  which  was  a  revision  of  Maxentius  Libellusfidei.  Fulgentius,  writing  on 
behalf  of  the  group,  confirmed  the  orthodoxy  of  the  Scythian  faith.  804  Also  through  their 
compatriot  in  Rome,  Dionysius  Exiguus,  the  Scythians  managed  to  have  translated  into 
Latin  important  christological  documents  hitherto  unknown  to  the  West,  such  as 
Proclus'  Tomus  ad  Armenios  and,  importantly,  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas.  `  In  any 
601  These  events  are  described  in  Maxentius'  work  Dialogus  Contra  Nestorianos,  CCL  85A,  pp.  51-100. 
802  John  Maxentius,  Ad  Epistolam  Hormisdae  responsio,  CCL  85A,  pp.  123-153;  PG  86,  pt.  I,  93-112. 
i03  Epistula  scytharum  monachorum  ad  episcopos,  CCL  85A,  pp.  157-172;  PL  62,83-92.  Engl.  tr.  in  J.  A. 
McGuckin,  'The  'Theopaschite  Confession'  (Text  and  Historical  context):  a  Study  in  the  Cyrilline  Re- 
interpretation  of  Chalcedon,  '  Journal  of  Ecclesiastical  History,  35  (1984),  239-255. 
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case,  with  the  Pope's  refusal  to  endorse  the  `theopaschite'  christology,  one  can  argue 
that  a  great  opportunity  for  restoring  the  unity  of  the  Church  was  missed-806  Although, 
the  Scythian  proposal,  as  has  been  noted,  was  intended  to  mediate  between 
Chalcedonians,  its  christology,  being  at  the  same  time  Cyrillian  and  perfectly 
Chalcedonian,  stood  a  good  chance  of  pleasing  the  Severians  as  well. 
The  teaching  of  the  Scythian  monks 
Let  us  now  see  in  more  detail  the  teaching  of  the  Scythian  monks,  as  emerges  primarily 
from  the  Libellus  and  the  Epistula  ad  episcopos. 
It  must  be  stressed  at  the  outset  that  these  Scythians  were  committed 
Chalcedonians.  In  the  aforementioned  works,  they  often  express  their  adherence  to  the 
definition  of  the  fourth  council  and  its  `in  two  natures'  as  well  as  the  teaching  of  Leo.  807 
Yet  they  are  also  true  Cyrillians  and  supporters  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas.  Like  Cyril 
they  proclaim  that  the  impassible  God  was  united  to  passible  human  nature.  808  They 
uphold  the  Logos'  `double  consubstantiality'  (homousion  patri  secundum  divinitatem, 
homousion  nobis  eundem  secundum  humanitatem)809  and  `double  birth'  (ante  saecula  a 
patre  secundum  divinitatem  and  in  novissimis  temporibus  secundum  humanitatem  a 
virgine  sancta).  "  O  Therefore  they  confess  `one  and  the  same'  (unum  eundemque)  person 
to  be  the  natural  (naturalem)  Son  of  both  the  father  and  the  mother.  8  '  To  this  incarnate 
Logos  they  ascribe  both  the  miracles  and  the  sufferings.  812 
Since  the  Logos  was  `naturally'  born  of  God  the  Father  and  Mary,  the  latter  is 
rightly  called  Theotokos  or  del  genetrix.  Maxentius  points  out  that  whereas  the 
Nestorians  call  Mary  `Theotokos',  only  in  so  far  as  she  gave  birth  to  the  one  who  was 
God  `by  grace'  (gratia)  and  not  `by  nature'  (natura),  the  orthodox  call  her  `Theotokos' 
`truly  and  properly'  (vere  et  proprie)  813 
The  Scythians  make  absolutely  clear  that  hypostasis  (subsistentia)  and  prosopon 
(persona)  are  one  and  the  same  thing  (Nos  autem,  unum  et  idem  sentientes  subsistentiam 
esse  quod  et  personam)  "'  Maxentius  feels  the  need  to  stress  this  because,  as  he  says, 
McGuckin,  p.  245. 
807  E.  g.  John  Maxentius,  Libellus  fidel  VI,  10,  CCL  85A,  pp.  10,115-11,122;  Ep.  adEpiscopos  it,  3,  CCL 
85a,  p.  158,33-36;  Ibid.,  v,  11,  CCL  85A,  p.  164. 
8oß  Maxent.  Libellus  vu,  11,  CCL  85A,  pp.  11-12. 
809  Maxent.  Libellus  vi,  10,  CCL  85A,  p.  10,107-112. 
t0  E.  g.  Maxent.,  Libellus  xiit,  24,  CCL  85A,  p.  20. 
"'  Loc.  cit. 
812  Maxent.,  Libellus  xut,  26,  CCL  85A,  p.  21. 
"'  Maxent.,  Libellus  xi1,23,  CCL  85A,  pp.  18-19;  Ep.  ad  episcopos  111,4,  CCL  85A,  p.  159,53-59. 
114  Maxent.,  Libellus  ix,  14,  CCL  85A,  p.  14. 177 
some  hold  the  impious  view  that  the  `one  prosopon'  of  the  Chalcedonian  Definition 
referred  to  the  `man',  whereas  the  `one  hypostasis'  to  the  God-Logos.  They  do  this,  says 
Maxentius,  not  because  they  do  not  know  that  for  Chalcedon  hypostasis  and  prosopon 
are  one  and  the  same  thing,  but  because  they  do  not  want  to  appear  to  introduce  two 
hypostases  and  two  prosopa.  81S  The  Chalcedonian  faith,  however,  is  that  the  `one 
hypostasis'  and  `one  prosopon'  of  Christ  proclaimed  at  Chalcedon,  is  none  other  but 
`the  Logos  incarnate  and  made  man'.  "' 
Therefore  it  is  proper  to  say  that  Christ  is  `one  of  the  hypostases  of  the  Trinity', 
(unum  de  tribus  subsistentiis).  The  orthodox,  says  Maxentius,  do  not  hold  that  the 
Divinity  `dwelt'  in  Christ  (as  do  `Nestorius  and  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  the  heretics, 
who  say  that  Christ  is  outside  the  Trinity')  but  that  Christ  is  `one  of  the  three  hypostases 
of  the  one  divinity'  81  The  man  Christ  was  the  God-Logos  himself,  emphasise  the 
Scythians.  Very  characteristically  they  affirm  that  the  child  who  was  born  of  the  Virgin 
and  was  wrapped  in  swaddling  clothes  was  by  nature  God.  818 
The  Scythians  explain  that  Christ  is  one  of  the  Trinity  not  because  the  substance 
of  the  flesh  changed  into  divine  substance,  but  because  `it  is  the  flesh  of  the  God-Logos 
who  is  one  of  the  Trinity'.  Since  the  subject  in  Christ  is  the  Logos  one  can  say  that 
Christ  is  one  of  Trinity  without  thus  adding  a  fourth  person  to  Trinity.  "' 
The  so  called  `theopaschite'  formula  is  found  in  its  classic  form  in  the  Libellus: 
`Christ  is  one  of  the  Trinity,  who  for  us  suffered  in  the  flesh'  (unus  est  Christus  de 
trinitate,  qui  pro  nobis  passus  est  carne).  "'  Maxentius  cites  three  passages  which  he 
says  are  from  Proclus'  Tomus  ad  Armenios  as  a  witness  to  the  `theopaschite'  formula. 
Although  this  passages  are  not  found  in  the  Tomus  as  it  has  come  down  to  us, 
`theopaschism'  is  taught  by  Proclus  through  the  formula  `one  of  the  Trinity  became 
incarnate'  (rd  v  Eva  rrjq  Tpcdöos,  asvapx6cr9at).  821 
Loc.  cit. 
i6  Unam  vero  duarum  naturarum  subsistentiam  sine  personam,  quam  nobis  veneranda  Chalcedoniensis 
synodus  tradidit,  nullus  alterius  nisi  dei  verbi  incarnati  et  hominis  facti  confitemur  (Maxent.,  Libellus 
VIII,  13,  CCL  85A,  p.  13,161-164). 
"T  Deum  verbum  unigenitum  filium  patris,  dominum  nostrum  Jesum  Christum,  qui  pro  nobis  passus  est 
carne,  unum  de  tribus  subsistentiis  unius  deitatis  credimus  esse  (Maxent.,  Libellus  Ix,  14,  CCL  85A,  p. 
14,177-188). 
Ep.  ad  episcopos  IV,  9,  CCL  85A,  pp.  162-163. 
Loc.  cit. 
`20  Libellus  XI,  20,  CCL  85A,  p.  17,262-263. 
f2'  ACO  Iv,  2,  p.  192.  See  Grillmeier,  Christ,  u,  2,  pp.  317-318. 178 
The  Scythians  also  affirm  the  idea  that  the  union  of  the  natures  was  made 
according  to  synthesis  (compositio).  The  fathers,  say  the  Scythians,  proclaim  Christ  to 
be  composite  (compositus)  from  divinity  and  humanity.  812 
This  Cyrillian  approach  in  regard  to  Chalcedonian  dyophysitism  causes  the 
Scythians  to  see  no  contradiction  between  Chalcedon's  `in  two  natures'  and  Cyril's  `one 
incarnate  nature  of  the  God-Logos'  when  properly  qualified.  The  `one  nature'  formula, 
says  Maxentius,  is  not  contrary  to  Chalcedon  if  by  it  we  understand  `one  hypostasis  or 
prosopon  in  two  united  natures'  (unam  subsistentiam  sive  personam  in  duabus  naturis 
[...  ]  unitis).  As  a  witness  to  this,  Maxentius  refers  to  Flavian  and  his  confession  of 
faith.  823  Similarly,  the  Scythians,  in  the  Epistula,  affirm: 
We  do  not  agree  with  those  who  proclaim  one  incarnate  nature  of  the  God- 
Logos  and  thus  avoid  the  faith  of  the  venerable  council  of  Chalcedon;  nor  do 
we  accept  those  who  deceitfully  profess  two  natures  but  are  reluctant  to 
confess  one  incarnate  nature  of  the  God-Logos  because  they  believe  that  this  is 
contrary  to  the  profession  of  two  natures,  as  if  `one  incarnate  nature  of  the 
God-Logos'  signifies  something  other  than  two  united  natures.  824 
In  the  Epistula,  the  witness  to  such  a  duophysite  interpretation  of  the  `one  nature' 
formula  is  Cyril  himself  who,  in  his  second  letter  to  Succensus,  points  to  the  predicate 
`incarnate'  as  an  evidence  that  the  perfect  human  nature  is  inferred.  "' 
Being  true  Cyrillians,  the  Scythians  strove  to  safeguard  the  close  unity  of  the 
person  of  Christ.  For  them  the  two  naturae  or  subsantiae  were  united  naturaliter  or 
substantialiter.  826  This  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  union  according  to  `good  will'  or 
`grace'  which  was  characteristic  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  In  fact,  in  the  Scythian 
writings  we  see  the  growing  attack  against  the  doctrine  of  Theodore  which  will 
culminate  in  Justinian  and  the  Fifth  Council. 
Justinian's  response 
Justinian's  attitude  towards  the  question  of  the  Scythian  monks  is  quite  indicative  of  the 
uncertainty  that  characterised  the  early  days  of  his  theological  activities.  At  first  he 
wrote  to  Hormisdas  advising  him  to  turn  the  monks  away  (29  June  519).  Their  teaching, 
he  said,  was  a  novelty  not  to  be  found  either  in  the  four  councils  or  Leo's  Tome.  It  also 
had  caused  disturbances  everywhere.  82"  Only  a  few  days  later,  however,  for  reasons 
u  Ep.  ad  episcopos  111,6,  CCL  85A,  p.  160. 
i2'  Libellus  viii,  13,  pp.  13-14.  For  Flavian's  understanding  of  the  `one  nature'  formula  see  Part  One, 
Chapter  II. 
&24  EP.  ad  episcopos  11,3,  CCL  85A,  p.  158. 
'2'  ACO  1,1,6,  p.  160,19-24. 
26  Libellus  vu,  11,  CCL  85A,  p.  11,126-127. 
i27  Collectio  Ave/lava,  CSEL  35,  no  187;  Engl.  tr.  in  CN  in,  no  551. 179 
unknown  to  us,  he  changed  his  mind.  828  In  a  new  letter  (July  519)  he  urged  Pope 
Hormisdas  to  reply  to  the  monks'  suggestion  and  send  them  back  to  Constantinople  as 
soon  as  possible.  From  this  letter  it  emerges  that  the  teaching  of  the  monks  had  sparked 
a  controversy  which  Justinian  wanted  settled  by  an  unequivocal  decision  by  the  Pope.  829 
Hormisdas'  reluctance  to  take  a  stance  led  Justinian  to  send  him  a  third  letter  which  also 
was  not  acknowledged.  "'  When  Justinian  wrote  to  Hormisdas  again  (520)  it  was  to  ask 
the  Pope  to  specifically  subscribe  to  the  `theopaschite'  formula  because,  Justinian 
claimed,  it  was  taught  in  the  Bible,  "'  and  was  generally  accepted  by  the  Eastern 
bishops.  In  fact,  according  to  the  emperor,  it  was  necessary  for  orthodoxy  to  say  that 
Christ,  who  suffered  for  us,  was  indeed  one  of  the  Trinity.  "'  It  is  important  that 
Justinian  is  careful  to  ascribe  the  suffering  to  the  person  of  the  Logos  which  is  the 
person  of  Christ.  Thus  he  protects  `theopaschism'  from  the  accusation  of  teaching  that 
the  whole  Trinity  was  crucified  or  that  the  divine  physis  of  the  Logos  endured  suffering. 
However,  not  even  this  refined  presentation  of  the  `theopaschite'  christology  was  able  to 
move  Hormisdas  from  his  initial  refusal  to  accept  the  Scythian  confession. 
The  Scythian  confession  was  not  received  any  more  favourably  in  Constantinople. 
The  influential  `Sleepless'  monks  again  rose  against  what  they  thought  was  an 
annulment  of  Chalcedon  and  became  entangled  in  a  battle  of  words  with  the  Scythians 
who  remained  in  Constantinople.  The  whole  stance  of  the  `Sleepless'  monks  with  their 
total  rejection  of  the  communicatio  idiomatum  (to  the  point  of  rejecting  the  title 
Theotokos  as  has  been  noted)  must  have  caused  Justinian  to  think  that  he  had  a  clear 
case  of  crypto-Nestorianism  in  his  backyard.  The  opposition  to  the  formula  by  the 
`Sleepless'  monks  is  most  probably  what  persuaded  him  to  espouse  the  `theopaschite' 
christology  and  sanction  it  as  a  key  orthodox  doctrine  in  a  series  of  legal  as  well  as 
theological  documents.  He  also  must  have  realised  that  the  Scythian  christology  could 
facilitate  his  plans  for  restoring  unity  in  the  Church:  `theopaschism',  a  central  Cyrillian 
doctrine,  could  lead  to  an  agreement  between  Chalcedonians  and  Monophysites. 
In  an  edict  setting  down  the  penalties  against  the  heretics  (527),  Justinian  included 
a  confession  of  faith  which  acknowledges  the  basic  Cyrillian  tenets:  Christ  and  the 
828  Tixeront  suggests  that  some  of  the  monks  had  stayed  with  Justinian  and  managed  to  convince  him 
about  the  correctness  of  their  ideas.  History  of  Dogmas  III,  p.  125. 
°29  CSEL  35,  no  191;  Engl.  tr.  in  CN  III,  no  552. 
a30  CSEL  35,  no  188;  Engl.  tr.  in  CN  in,  no  553. 
9  Justinian  refers  to  1  Peter  4.1. 
832  To  support  his  view,  Justinian  quotes  three  passages  from  Augustine:  `an  aliqua  ex  trinitate  persona',  `solus  in  trinitate  corpus  accepit'  and  `unus  trium'.  CSEL  35,  no  196,  Engl.  tr.  in  CN  III,  no  562. 180 
Logos  are  one  and  the  same  Person,  consubstantial  with  the  Father  according  to  his 
divinity  and  with  us  according  to  his  humanity.  This  is  why  both  the  miracles  and  the 
sufferings  are  to  be  predicated  of  this  one  and  the  same  Person.  833  Because  Christ  is  the 
Logos,  the  incarnation  of  the  latter,  who  is  `one  of  the  Holy  Trinity',  did  not  result  in  an 
addition  of  a  fourth  person  to  the  Trinity  (as  it  would  have  been  presumed  if  Christ  had 
been  another-human-person).  "'  It  is  significant  that  in  this  edict,  Justinian  links  the 
`theopaschite'  doctrine  with  the  christological  article  of  the  Nicene  Creed.  He  obviously 
sees  this  as  proclaiming  that  it  was  the  Logos  who  was  born  of  the  Virgin,  suffered,  died 
and  was  raised  from  the  dead.  According  to  Justinian,  this  was  not  the  view  of  Nestorius 
who  taught  that  `the  Logos  who  comes  from  the  Father  is  `one  person'  (dAAoc)  and  the 
one  who  was  born  of  Mary  `another'  (dA2os).  The  latter  became  God  by  grace  and  on 
account  of  his  proximity  to  the  God-Logos'.  `  This  orthodox  `theopaschism'  is  equally 
alien  from  the  teaching  of  Eutyches  who  denied  the  `double  consubstantiality'  of  the 
Logos,  and  effectively  the  reality  of  the  incarnation.  836 
In  533  Justinian  issued  his  Edict  on  Theopaschism837  where  he  used  the  full 
theopaschite  formula.  He  accused  the  Nestorians  of  not  confessing  `our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  the  Son  of  God  and  our  God,  who  was  incarnate  and  made  man  and  was 
crucified,  to  be  one  of  the  holy  and  consubstantial  Trinity'.  838 
In  his  letter  to  Epiphanius  of  Constantinople  (520-536)839  Justinian  stressed  the 
accord  of  the  Ecumenical  Councils  on  the  issue  of  the  true  incarnation  of  the  God- 
Logos.  Chalcedon,  in  particular,  claims  Justinian,  endorsed  the  idea  that  Christ  was  `one 
of  the  Trinity'  by  receiving  and  confirming  Proclus's  Tomus  ad  Armenios.  840 
In  533  Justinian  made  a  new  attempt  to  have  the  Scythian  `theopaschism' 
approved  by  Rome.  In  a  letter  to  Pope  John  II  (533-535),  841  clearly  referring  to  the 
`Sleepless'  monks,  he  wrote: 
Some  unbelieving  and  foreign  to  the  holy,  catholic  and  apostolic  Church  of 
God  [...  ]  deny  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Only-begotten  Son  of  God  and 
our  God  who  was  born  of  the  holy  Spirit  and  Mary,  the  holy  and  glorious 
Virgin  and  Theotokos  (Dei  genetrix),  and  was  made  man  and  was  crucified,  is 
33  Cl  I,  1,5,1-2  (Krueger,  p.  10). 
aas  Ibid. 
aas  CI  I,  1,5,3  (Krueger,  p.  10). 
$36  Loc.  Cit. 
a"  Cl  I,  1,6  (Krueger,  pp.  10-11;  Engl.  tr.  in  CN  III,  no  636). 
t't  Cl  I,  1,6,7  (Krueger,  p.  11). 
e3  Cl  I,  1,7  (Krueger,  pp.  12-14). 
f40  Cl  I,  1,7,17  (Krueger,  p.  13). 
"'Cl  I,  1,8  (Krueger,  pp.  14,35-16,3  1);  CollectioAvellana,  CSEL  35,  no  84,  pp.  344-347. 181 
one  of  the  holy  and  consubstantial  Trinity  (unum  esse  sanctae  et 
consubstantialis  trinitatis),  worshipped  and  glorified  together  with  the  Father 
and  the  holy  Spirit,  consubstantial  with  the  Father  according  to  divinity  and 
the  Selfsame  consubstantial  with  us  according  to  humanity;  passible  as  to  the 
flesh  and  the  Selfsame  impassible  as  to  the  divinity.  By  refusing  to  confess  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Only-begotten  Son  of  God  and  our  God  to  be  one  of  the 
holy  and  consubstantial  Trinity,  [these  people]  make  it  clear  [...  ]  that  they 
follow  the  wicked  teaching  of  Nestorius,  as  they  say  that  Christ  is  the  Son  of 
God  `by  grace'  and  that  the  God-Logos  is  one  person  and  Christ  another 
(alium  dicentes  deum  verbum  et  alium  Christum).  842 
For  Justinian  the  `theopaschite'  formula  has  become  necessary  for  orthodox  christology. 
To  deny  it  is  to  profess  Nestorianism. 
The  `theopaschite'  formula  was  endorsed  by  John  -a  great  success  for  Justinian. 
In  a  letter  to  the  emperor  (533)84  the  Pope  commended  the  `theopaschite'  teaching  of 
Justinian  as  expounded  in  the  emperor's  letter  to  Epiphanius  and  confirmed  its 
accordance  with  the  apostolic  doctrine.  In  his  letter  to  the  Roman  senators,  John 
repeated  his  approval  of  the  Scythian  `theopaschism'  and  condemned  the  `Sleepless' 
monks  as  Nestorians.  844 
At  the  same  time  the  emperor  introduced  the  `theopaschism'  of  the  Scythian 
monks  in  the  hymnography  of  the  Church  of  Constantinople  through  the  hymn  `Only 
Begotten  Son,  '  (`O  Movoycvrjs  Yiös)  which  in  all  probability  was  written  by  him.  84S 
The  hymn  which  is  still  sung  in  the  Liturgy  of  the  Orthodox  Church  is  as  follows: 
Only-begotten  Son  and  immortal  Logos  of  God  who  for  our  salvation 
condescended  to  be  incarnate  of  the  holy  Theotokos  and  ever-virgin  Mary  and 
who  became  man  immutably  and  was  crucified,  thereby  trampling  down  death 
by  death;  0  Christ  our  God  who  are  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  glorified  with  the 
Father  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  save  us. 
The  `theopaschism'  of  the  hymn  is  irreproachable  and  in  this  form  should  cause  no 
problem  to  the  orthodox  in  both  the  Cyrillian  and  the  Antiochene  tradition.  This  mildly 
formulated  `theopaschite'  christology  will  characterise  the  christology  of  Justinian  and 
the  Fifth  council. 
The  `theopaschite'  christology,  being  at  the  heart  of  the  christological  debate  of 
the  sixth  century  ('was  the  Logos  himself  or  the  human  nature  the  subject  of  Christ's 
sufferings?  '),  was  the  main  characteristic  of  the  so  called  `neo-Chalcedonianism'  as  we 
"2  Cl  1,1,8,  (Krueger,  p.  15,13-25). 
843  CI  I,  1,8  (Krueger,  pp.  14;  17-18);  Collectio  Avellana,  CSEL  35,  no  84,  pp.  320-328  (includes 
Justinian's  letter). 
ACO,  iv,  2,  p.  210,9-11. 
"s  Georgios  Monachos,  Chronikon,  PG  110,776C  (ed.  de  Boor,  p.  627);  V.  Grumel,  `L'Auteur  et  la  date 
de  composition  du  tropaire  "0  Movoyevij 
,' 
Echos  d'  Orient  22  (1923),  pp.  398418. 182 
saw  in  the  previous  chapter.  Justinian  was  to  develop  his  thought  on  the  issue  drawing 
on  the  work  of  other  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  such  the  Scythian  monks  and  Leontius  of 
Jerusalem. 
2.2  ATTEMPTS  FOR  RECONCILIATION  WITH  THE  SEVERIANS  AND  THE  THREE 
CHAPTERS  ISSUE 
Justinian'  s  obvious  care  to  bring  about  unanimity  in  the  Church  by  eliminating  the 
christological  differences  between  Chalcedonians  and  Severians  had  to  take  into 
consideration  an  issue  that  seemed  to  be  a  stumbling  block  for  such  a  development:  the 
Three  Chapters.  As  we  have  already  seen,  Theodore  was  the  main  target  of  the 
Monophysites,  as  he  was  deemed  the  real  father  of  Nestorianism.  Also  the  rehabilitation 
of  Nestorius'  friends,  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  and  Ibas,  at  Chalcedon  only  fuelled  the 
Monophysite  fury  against  the  Council.  Indeed,  one  of  the  accusations  that  the 
Monophysites  raised  against  Chalcedon  was  that  it  `accepted  heretics',  "'  i.  e.  Theodoret 
of  Cyrus  and  Ibas  of  Edessa.  If  the  Monophysites  were  ever  to  reconsider  the  decisions 
of  Chalcedon,  that  would  presuppose  a  clear  condemnation  by  the  Chalcedonians  of 
these  radical  Antiochene  theologians. 
It  seems  that  the  first  to  urge  such  a  condemnation  was  the  above  mentioned 
Philoxenus  of  Mabbug  8"  Philoxenus,  says  Evagrius,  accused  Flavian  of  Antioch,  of 
being  Nestorian.  Flavian  openly  anathematised  Nestorius,  but  Philoxenus  was  not 
satisfied:  for  Flavian  to  prove  his  orthodoxy  he  had  to  anathematise  Diodore  of  Tarsus 
and  the  Three  Chapters.  8  ' 
The  colloquy  of  532 
Justinian  was  faced  with  the  same  Monophysite  demand,  when  in  one  of  his  conciliatory 
attempts  he  convened  a  conference  between  Chalcedonians  and  Severians  at 
Constantinople  in  532849  The  six  Chalcedonians  (Hypatius  of  Ephesus,  John  of  Vesina, 
Stephen  of  Seleucia,  Anthimus  of  Trebizond,  Innocent  of  Maronia,  and  Demetrius  of 
Philippopolis)  and  the  seven  Severians  (Sergius  of  Cyrus,  Thomas  of  Germanicia, 
Philoxenus  of  Dulichium,  Peter  of  Theodosiopolis,  John  of  Constantina,  and  Nonnus  of 
Ceresina)  who  assembled  were  requested  by  the  emperor  to  discuss  the  differences  in 
"6  Leontius  Schol.,  De  Sectis,  PG  86,  pt.  I,  1236D. 
"7  Feidas,  p.  702. 
"`  Evagrius,  HE,  In,  31. 
"'  Our  information  for  this  conference  comes  mainly  from  a  letter  of  one  of  the  orthodox  members, 
Innocent  of  Maronia,  ACO  IV,  2,  pp.  169-184. 183 
their  faith  and  try  to  find  a  way  of  overcoming  them.  The  emperor  was  represented  by 
the  State  official  Strategius  except  for  the  last  day  when  he  appeared  in  person. 
In  the  colloquy,  the  Severians  unhesitatingly  anathematised  Eutyches  and  his 
doctrine,  "'  but  did  not  do  so  with  Dioscorus  and  Ephesus  II.  Although  they  accepted 
that  Chalcedon  was  right  in  rectifying  Dioscorus'  error  of  restoring  Eutyches  in  449, 
they  complained  that  it  did  not  have  the  right  to  impose  a  new  doctrine  which  was  not  to 
be  found  in  the  fathers,  namely  the  `in  two  natures'  formula.  Again,  they  defended  the 
`one  nature  after  the  union'  formula,  the  authority  of  which  they  tried  to  establish  by 
appealing  to  teachers  like  Cyril,  Athanasius  and  Dionysius  the  Areopagite.  85'  To  these 
claims  Hypatius  of  Ephesus  replied  that  the  source  texts  were  Apollinarian  forgeries. 
The  Severians  said  that  even  if  those  texts  were  spurious  indeed,  Cyril's  Twelve 
Anathemas  were  not,  and  these  were  rejected  at  Chalcedon.  Hypatius'  reply  is 
interesting:  since  Chalcedon  confirmed  all  the  Cyrillian  writings  endorsed  at  Ephesus  I 
(431),  it  also  accepted  the  Twelve  Anathemas.  The  reason  why  Chalcedon  did  not  make 
express  use  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas  was  to  avoid  misunderstanding,  since  they 
contained  the  expression  `two  hypostases'  (which  Cyril  understood  to  mean  physes) 
whereas  Chalcedon  spoke  of  `one  hypostasis  (in  the  sense  of  prosopon).  As  regards  the 
formula  `in  two  natures,  '  said  Hypatius,  it  was  orthodox  since  it  was  taught  by  Cyril 
himself,  although  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  did  not  exclude  the  `out  of  two  natures' 
approach,  either.  As  to  the  exclusive  adherence  to  the  Cyrillian  doctrines,  Hypatius 
made  the  remark  that  only  those  which  were  approved  by  a  council  can  be  safely 
considered  as  authoritative  and  directive.  But,  he  added,  the  doctrine  of  the  union  of  two 
unconfused  and  indivisible  natures  was  Cyril's  anyway. 
Then  the  Severians  advanced  another  objection  to  Chalcedon:  it  sympathised  with 
Nestorius  since  it  rehabilitated  his  friends  Theodoret  and  Ibas852  The  Chalcedonians' 
reply  that  the  two  Antiochenes  were  rehabilitated  only  after  they  had  denounced 
Nestorius,  and  that  Cyril  himself  never  ceased  to  be  in  communion  with  Theodoret  did 
not  convince  them. 
On  the  last  day  of  the  colloquy,  the  issue  of  `theopaschism'  was  brought  forward 
by  the  emperor  himself.  He  asked  the  Patriarch  Epiphanius  if  it  was  right  to  predicate 
i50  They  called  him  'a  prince  of  heresy'  (tamquam  hereticum,  magis  autem  principem  haeresis).  Innocent, 
ACO  [v,  2,  p.  170,32. 
"'  This  is  the  first  time  Dionysius  the  Areopagite  has  been  mentioned  in  history.  Zacharias  of  Mitylene, 
however,  tells  us  that  the  Severians,  already  before  the  colloquy,  had  referred  to  Dionysius'  description  of 
Christ  as  simple  as  a  witness  for  the  `one  physis'  doctrine.  Chronicle,  p.  250. 
`s2  Innocent,  ACO  Iv,  2,  pp.  180ff;  See  Hefele,  tv,  p.  179. 184 
both  the  suffering  and  the  miracles  of  one  and  the  same  subject,  and  therefore  to  say  that 
the  he  who  suffered  in  the  flesh  was  `one  of  the  Trinity'.  "'  The  Patriarch  agreed,  but  the 
Severians  did  not  seem  to  be  impressed  although  `theopaschism'  was  one  of  their 
doctrines.  At  the  end  of  the  conference  only  Philoxenus  of  Dulichium,  joined  the 
Chalcedonians.  The  rest  adhered  to  their  positions. 
The  disappointing  outcome  of  the  foregoing  conference  was  a  good  indication  of 
Justinian's  general  failure  to  convince  the  Monophysites  of  the  merits  of  his  conciliatory 
plans.  In  fact,  during  his  reign  the  Monophysites  started  ordaining  their  own  bishops, 
thereby  setting  up  an  autonomous  ecclesiastical  hierarchy  which  existed  parallel  to  the 
canonical  one  (537).  Later  on,  Jacob  Bar'  Addai,  a  Monophysite  bishop,  consecrated  at 
Constantinople  at  Theodora's  request,  established  -  through  intense  missionary 
activities  in  Asia  Minor,  Armenia,  Syria,  and  Egypt  (542-578)  -  the  so  called 
`Jacobite'  Church.  114 
The  colloquy  of  532  was  a  turning  point  for  Justinian's  conciliatory  policy.  He 
must  have  realised  that  there  was  very  little  hope  of  the  Monophysites  coming  back  to 
the  ecclesial  communion  on  the  basis  of  the  acceptance  of  Chalcedon.  In  fact,  four  years 
later,  Justinian  endorsed  the  deposition  of  Severus  along  with  the  pro-Monophysite 
Anthimus  of  Constantinople,  at  the  Home  Synod  (aVvoSoq  Ev5)7,  tot  oa)  of 
Constantinople  (536).  At  this  synod,  Chalcedon  was  reaffirmed  beyond  any  doubt.  855 
However,  for  many  historians  Justinian's  efforts  to  win  over  the  Monophysites 
continued  through  another  plan:  the  universal  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters.  In 
544,856  as  already  mentioned,  Justinian  issued  an  edict  against  the  Three  Chapters.  In  it, 
he  asked  the  Church  to  condemn  a)  the  person  and  the  writings  of  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia,  b)  the  writings  of  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  against  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and  the 
Council  of  Ephesus  and  c)  the  letter  of  Ibas  of  Edessa  to  Maris  the  Persian. 
The  Origenist  crisis 
Justinian's  initiative  to  ask  for  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  is  often  linked  to 
a  development  not  immediately  related  to  the  christological  issue.  In  531  a  controversy 
about  Origen  broke  out  among  the  monks  in  Palestine.  "'  In  the  Lavra,  the  famous 
ass  Innocent,  ACO  Iv,  2,  p.  183. 
as'  On  the  advance  of  the  Monophysite  cause  during  Justinian's  reign  see  Frend,  pp.  255-295. 
ess  ACO  III,  p.  27,11  ff. 
This  is  the  commonly  accepted  date  of  composition  of  the  edict,  the  years  543,545,546  having  also 
been  suggested.  Cf.  Hefele,  Iv,  pp.  242-243.  The  edict  has  been  lost.  Information  about  its  content  is 
found  in  Facundus  of  Hermiana,  Pro  defensione  trium  capitulorum  II,  PL  67,537D  and  Pontianus,  Letter 
to  Vigilius,  Mansi  Ix,  p.  45.  Excerpts  in  E.  Schwartz,  `Zur  Kirchenpolitik  Justinians',  pp.  321-28; 
es.  For  details  of  the  controversy  see  E.  Schwartz,  Kyrillos  von  Scythopolis  (Leipzig:  1939),  pp.  85-200. 185 
monastery  headed  by  the  great  ascetic,  Sabbas,  some  monks  caused  unrest  by  their  overt 
adherence  to  Origen's  ideas.  "'  Sabbas,  a  supporter  of  Chalcedon  who  considered  many 
of  Origen's  theses  as  heretical,  complained  to  the  emperor  asking  for  their  expulsion 
from  Palestine  (531).  The  Origenist  monks,  however,  managed  to  remain  in  Palestine 
and,  expelled  from  Sabbas'  monastery,  to  establish  a  community  of  their  own,  the  New 
Lavra,  from  where  they  continued  their  activities.  Chief  among  them  was  Theodore 
Ascidas,  who  became  Justinian's  theological  adviser  and  bishop  of  Caesarea  in 
Cappadocia  (537). 
Yet,  despite  the  presence  of  influential  Origenists  in  the  imperial  environment,  the 
increasing  complaints  against  the  extreme  behaviour  of  the  Origenist  monks  -  they 
even  tried  to  destroy  the  Lavra8S9  -  and  the  influence  of  the  papal  delegate  to 
Constantinople,  Pelagius,  convinced  Justinian  to  issue  an  edict  against  Origen  and  his 
followers  (543).  860  The  edict  contained  ten  anathemas  against  basic  heretical  theses  of 
Origen  (pre-existence  of  the  souls,  general  restoration,  eternal  creation  etc.  )  which  were 
supported  by  references  to  the  fathers  who  had  spoken  against  Origen  (Gregory 
Nazianzen,  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Basil  of  Caesarea,  Cyril  of  Alexandria  et  al.  ).  The  content 
of  these  anathemas  was  ratified  by  the  Home  Council  of  Constantinople  (543)  in  its  own 
fifteen  anathemas  against  Origen,  and  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council.  This  condemned 
Origen  in  its  eleventh  anathema  having  incorporated  the  fifteen  anathemas  of  the  Home 
Council  in  its  minutes.  961 
According  to  many  historians  who  base  their  judgement  on  the  witness  of 
Facundus  of  Hermiana862  and  Liberatus  of  Carthage,  863  the  foregoing  Origenists,  and  in 
particular  Theodore  Ascidas,  persuaded  Justinian  to  issue  the  edict  which  stirred  up  the 
Three  Chapters  Controversy.  "  Thus  the  emperor's  plans  to  win  the  Monophysites  over 
would  be  facilitated;  a  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  would  satisfy  them  and  help 
""  Origen's  ideas  of  the  pre-existence  of  human  souls  and  the  eventual  restoration  of  all  beings  in  God 
(d)roaardcraojs)  were  the  background  of  a  christology  developed  mainly  by  Evagrius  Ponticus  (346- 
399).  According  to  this,  Christ's  soul  had  existed  before  the  incarnation  in  union  with  God.  Thus,  the 
Logos  did  not  exactly  assume  humanity  but,  by  uniting  flesh  to  himself,  he  revealed  Christ's  partly 
existing  hypostasis  to  the  world.  The  Logos  unites  himself  to  humanity  `according  to  essence'  (Kay' 
00Qiav)  or  `according  to  hypostasis'  (KaO'  üZöQravtv).  Meyendorff,  Imperial,  p.  233. 
5'  Schwartz,  Kyrillos,  pp.  190ff. 
60 60  Collectio  Sabbaitica,  ACO  Iii,  pp.  189-214;  PG  86,  pt  1,945-993. 
861  The  traditional  opinion  that  the  Fifth  Council  dealt  with  Origen  has  been  challenged  by  historians. 
This  suggestion  should  be  dismissed.  See  Grillmeier,  Christ  II,  2,  pp.  402-410. 
"2  Facundus,  Pro  Defensione,  Iv,  4,  PL  67,  col.  627. 
"'  Liberatus,  Breviarum  causae  Nestorianorum  et  Eutychianorum  24,  ACO  II,  5,  p.  140. 
"6'  Hefele,  Iv,  pp.  229-230;  Bury,  p.  384;  Sellers,  Chalcedon,  p.  324;  Feidas,  p.  702;  D.  Constantelos, 
`Justinian  and  the  Three  Chapters  Controversy',  GOTR  8  (1962-63),  p.  82;  Grillmeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  pp. 
419-421,  et  al. 186 
remove  their  suspicion  of  Chalcedon.  However,  Ascidas'  real  motive  was  allegedly  `to 
divert  Justinian  and  the  other  theologians  from  the  persecution  of  Origen'865  by  engaging 
them  in  another  doctrinal  dispute.  At  the  same  time  Ascidas  would  take  revenge  against 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  who  had  written  against  Origen.  866 
Although  this  explanation  seems  to  be  very  plausible  we  think  that  it  is  unfair  to 
Justinian.  "'  For  his  entire  ecclesiastical  policy  reveals  a  quite  independent  character  and 
a  deep  knowledge  of  theology.  We  agree  with  the  following  remarks  by  E.  Chrysos: 
The  fact  that  Justinian  fought  simultaneously  and  systematically  against  the 
Origenism  of  the  monks  of  Palestine,  significant  representatives  of  whom 
belonged  to  his  environment,  and  against  the  Nestorianism  of  the  Three 
Chapters  despite  the  opposite  opinion  of  other  of  his  colleagues,  indicates  that 
his  theological  treatises  and  his  ecclesiastical  policy  sprung  up  from  an 
advanced  and  mature  theological  thought.  868 
To  support  this  view  we  could  add  that  Justinian  continued  prosecuting  the 
Origenists  even  more  strongly  after  stirring  up  the  Three  Chapters  controversy  and 
finally  managed  to  have  the  condemnation  of  Origenism  sanctioned  at  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  Council  with  the  assent  of  Theodore  Ascidas. 
We  think  that  the  emperor  was  sincere  when  he  said  that  he  asked  for  the 
condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters,  not  for  the  sake  of  a  possible  reunion  with  the 
Monophysites,  869  but  because  of  their  `impiety',  and  the  fact  that  `some  pretending  that 
they  denounced  Nestorius  himself  tried  to  introduce  him  and  his  erroneous  belief 
through  the  Three  Chapters,  claiming  that  their  impiety  is  identified  with  the  teaching  of 
the  Catholic  Church'.  "' 
As  we  have  seen,  Justinian  was  certainly  not  stirring  up  a  new  issue  when  he 
asked  for  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters.  Nor  was  it  only  the  Monophysites 
865  Hefele,  W,  pp.  229.  This  is  also  Evagrius'  account  of  events  although  in  his  view  Theodore's 
suggestion  to  Justinian  for  a  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  was  not  wrong;  rather  through  it  God 
was  taking  care  so  that  the  impiety  of  both  the  Origenists  and  the  Three  Chapters  would  be  dealt  with 
(HE  IV,  38). 
e"'  Liberatus  asserted  that  Theodore  Ascidas  apart  from  an  Origenist  was  also  a  Monophysite  and,  in 
particular,  an  Acephalos  ([Theodorus],  secta  Acephalus)  (Breviarum,  ACO  IT,  5,  p.  140,14).  But  this 
cannot  be  seriously  taken  into  account  as  nowhere  else  Theodore  Ascidas  is  charged  with  Monophysite 
tendencies.  Cf.  Hefele,  iv,  p.  241. 
86'  Meyendorff  considers  the  theory  of  Theodore  Ascidas'  intrigue  based  on  the  witness  of  two  sworn 
enemies  of  the  emperor  as  `rather  naive  and  malevolent'.  Imperial,  p.  236. 
e68  Ecclesiastical,  pp.  24-25  (my  tr.  from  the  Greek). 
869  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  even  Justinian's  friends  thought  that  his  actions  against  the  Three 
Chapters  were  intended  to  bring  the  Monophysites  back.  See  Leontius  Schol.,  De  sectis,  PG  83,  pt  I, 
1237. 
60  Epfstula  contra  tria  capitula,  Schwartz,  p.  82,30-33.  Similarly,  Leontius  of  Byzantium  tells  us  that  the 
supporters  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  claimed  that  their  doctrine  was  that  of  Chalcedon  and  thus 
deceived  the  simple  people.  C.  Nestorianos  et  Eutychianos,  PG  86,  pt  I,  1361A;  1364A. 187 
who  considered  them  Nestorian.  The  teaching  of  the  Three  Chapters  had  been 
condemned  before  Justinian  by  authoritative  orthodox  fathers.  In  particular,  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia  was  criticised  not  only  by  Cyril  but  also  by  Proclus  of  Constantinople.  In 
his  celebrated  Tomus  ad  Armenios  the  Patriarch  calls  Theodore's  teaching  `a  weak 
spider  web'  and  `words  written  with  water'.  "'  As  regards  Theodoret  of  Cyrus,  he  was 
treated  as  a  Nestorian  not  only  by  the  Monophysites  but  also  by  Chalcedonians,  despite 
his  rehabilitation  at  Chalcedon.  An  evidence  of  this  is  a  letter  by  Emperor  Justin  (a 
Chalcedonian  beyond  suspicion)  to  Hypatius,  a  military  man.  In  this  letter,  which  was 
written  in  520,  the  emperor  orders  Hypatius  to  investigate  reports  according,  to  which 
Sergius,  the  bishop  of  Cyrus,  organised  celebrations  in  honour  of  Theodoret,  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia,  Diodore  of  Tarsus  and  `a  certain  Nestorius'  (Nestorii  cujusdam)  who 
was  treated  as  `a  martyr'.  Justin  refers  to  Theodoret  as  a  man  `who  everywhere  is 
accused  of  error  in  faith'  (qui  undique  inculpatur  propter  fidel  errorem).  872 
With  these  remarks,  we  do  not  mean  to  question  the  undoubted  fact  that  Justinian 
sought  to  reconcile  the  Monophysites  with  the  Catholic  Church,  but  as  regards  the  Three 
Chapters  issue  it  seems  to  us  that  his  actions  are  better  understood  as  resulting  from  his 
own  commitment  to  Cyrillian-Chalcedonian  orthodoxy  (which  excludes  both  the 
Eutychian  Monophysite  and  the  strict  Antiochene  approach  of  the  Three  Chapters)  and 
not  so  much  as  stemming  from  expediency. 
2.3  JUSTINIAN'S  MAIN  CHRISTOLOGICAL  WORKS 
Justinian's  main  christological  works  are  three:  a)  Contra  Monophysitas  (henceforth 
cited  as  CM  873  This  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  that  Justinian  sent  to  a  group  of  Alexandrian 
monks  (542-543)  who  having  first  professed  the  `one  physis'  later  rejoined  the 
Chalcedonians.  To  this  letter  Justinian  appended  twelve  anathemas.  b)  Epistula  contra 
tria  capitula  (henceforth  cited  as  CTC).  874  This  is  Justinian's  reply  to  letters  of 
a"  ACO  Iv,  2,  pp.  191-2. 
an  Mansi  ix,  364;  ACO  iv,  1,  pp.  199-200.  Engl.  tr.  of  the  letter  in  CN  3,559. 
"3  Schwartz,  pp.  6-79;  PG  86,  pt.  1,1104-1146.  We  shall  use  the  Greek  text  of  Schwartz  as  edited  by  M. 
Amelotti  and  refer  to  page  numbers  of  this  edition  -  not  the  original  ones  by  Schwartz.  When  applicable 
we  will  also  refer  to  lines. 
a"  Schwartz,  pp.  82-127;  Mansi  9,589-645;  PG  86,1041-1095;  PL  69,275-327.  The  date  and  the 
recipients  of  the  letter  are  not  known.  Grillmeier  suggests  that  it  was  sent  to  the  members  of  an  Illyrian 
synod  who  had  not  subscribed  the  imperial  edict  of  544,  Christ,  II,  2,  p.  422.  This  is  also  the  view  of 
Schwartz  who  identifies  the  council  with  one  held  in  Eastern  Illyricum  (c.  549)  (Drei  dogmatische 
Schriften  Iustinians,  p.  173).  Gerostergios  dates  the  letter  at  a  time  after  553  assuming  that  Justinian's 
phrase:  `we  have  asked  the  priests  of  the  Church  to  give  us  their  judgment  on  them  (the  Three  Chapters)' 
refers  to  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council.  Justinian  the  Great:  Emperor  and  Saint,  p.  45.  We  think  that 
there  is  good  reason  to  believe  that  the  recipients  were  not  Illyrian  but  the  Latin  bishops  who  were 
opposing  the  edict.  In  our  view  Justinian's  reference  to  the  recipients'  dioceses  as  `a  land  where  the  true 
faith  had  always  been  kept  in  purity  (i.  e.  before  the  recipients  were  influenced  by  erroneous  teaching)' 188 
unidentified  supporters  of  the  Three  Chapters.  And  c)  Confessio  fidel  (henceforth  cited 
as  CFA"'  This  is  the  edict  of  551  (for  the  historical  context  see  next  chapter)  which 
includes  thirteen  anathemas  mostly  directed  against  the  Three  Chapters.  To  these  works 
we  should  add  a  minor  one,  the  Epistula  dogmatica  ad  Zoilum  876  In  all  these  works,  the 
emperor's  objective  is  to  fight  both  the  Monophysite  and  the  Nestorian  heresy.  For  the 
former  task  the  occasion  was  the  Severian  ideas,  for  the  latter  the  Three  Chapters. 
Throughout  his  work  Justinian  constantly  defends  both  Cyril  and  Chalcedon  striving  to 
show  that  they  are  perfectly  compatible. 
Definition  of  terms 
Justinian's  struggle  against  the  Three  Chapters  and  the  Monophysites  was  not  only 
theological  and  conceptual  but  also  terminological.  In  his  CM,  Justinian  remarks  that 
both  the  Nestorian  and  the  Monophysite  heresies  were  due  to  the  fact  that  their  authors 
identified  physis  with  hypostasis  and  prosopon.  87  It  is  true,  however,  that  Justinian's 
efforts  at  terminological  clarification  were  mainly  directed  towards  the  Severians.  With 
them  Justinian  was  in  agreement  as  regards  the  main  theological  question,  that  of  the 
identity  of  the  Saviour:  for  both  Christ  was  the  Logos  himself.  "'  What  mainly  separated 
them  was  the  different  understanding  of  physis  and  hypostasis.  Just  like  Cyril,  the 
Severians  could  use  physis  both  as  a  synonym  of  hypostasis  to  signify  the  particular 
being,  and  as  a  synonym  of  ousia  to  signify  the  general  species.  Justinian  will  make  a 
serious  attempt  to  clarify  those  terms. 
At  the  beginning  of  the  CM  as  well  as  the  CF,  Justinian  tries  to  clarify  the  relevant 
terms  starting  from  their  usage  in  triadology.  Following  the  classic  Cappadocian 
definition,  he  identifies  physis  with  ousia  and  distinguishes  both  from  hypostasis.  ", 
Thus,  in  the  Trinity  there  is  one  ousia  but  three  hypostases.  It  is  interesting  that  Justinian 
sees  the  ousia  through  the  hypostases:  `we  worship  one  ousia  in  three  hypostases;  in 
each  hypostasis  we  see  the  same  ousia.  '88°  In  other  words,  in  Justinian's  thought 
hypostasis  is  the  foundation  of  'being'.  `  This  is in  line  with  the  Cyrillian  understanding 
(CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  84,15-17)  fits  the  rebel  dioceses  of  North  Africa  or  Italy.  Furthermore  the  `impious 
teacher'  who  misleads  them  to  support  the  Three  Chapters  (CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  84,17-19)  is  very  likely  to 
be  a  reference  to  one  of  the  main  opponents  of  the  emperor  namely  Facundus  or  Rusticus. 
$75  PG  92,901-952;  Mansi  ix,  537-582;  Schwartz,  pp.  130-169. 
76  PG  86,  pt.  1,1145D-1149A. 
77  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  64,28-30. 
"  K.  Wesche,  On  the  Person  of  Christ:  The  Christology  of  Emperor  Justinian  (New  York:  1991),  p.  19. 
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of  the  union  in  Christ  as  being  hypostatic,  i.  e.  the  two  physes  or  ousiai  in  Christ  are 
`seen'  in  his  hypostasis  which  is  the  hypostasis  of  the  God-Logos. 
The  `enumeration'  in  the  Trinity  (i.  e.  the  distinction  of  the  three  hypostases),  says 
Justinian,  does  not  abolish  the  `monarchy'  in  God.  Although  there  are  three  hypostases 
in  the  Trinity  and  each  of  them  is  God,  there  is  no  division  in  the  divine  ousia.  When  we 
think  of  the  divine  hypostases  individually  we  separate  them,  but  only  in  our  mind 
(uOvov  rot  you  xwpicovroc  rd  dxtptcra),  since  they  are  all  of  the  same 
indivisible  physis  882  Here  Justinian  obviously  pre-empts  the  question  of  how  the  two 
natures  do  not  divide  the  one  Christ. 
Elsewhere  Justinian  becomes  even  more  specific,  again  drawing  on  the 
Cappadocians.  Physis,  ousia  or  form  (uoppi7),  883  he  says,  are  the  same  thing  and  denote 
the  `community'  or  the  common  essence  (rd  xotvd  v)  which  can  be  predicated  of  many 
prosopa,  whereas  prosopon  and  hypostasis  denote  the  `particular'  (rd  Kat9O  "  hcacrov 
or  i5txöv)  884  The  individuality  or  `particularity'  of  the  prosopon  is  such  that  no 
prosopon  can  be  `seen'  in  another  prosopon.  885  This  is  the  faith  of  the  fathers: 
All  the  holy  fathers  teach,  in  accordance  with  us,  that  physis  or  ousia  or  form 
is  one  thing  and  hypostasis  or  prosopon  another  and  that  physis  or  ousia  or 
form  signifies  the  community  whereas  the  hypostasis  or  prosopon  the 
particular.  886 
What  individuates  the  ousia  and  thus  distinguishes  it  in  hypostases  or  prosopa  are 
the  idioms  (iSttpcrra).  The  idioms  of  the  Father  are  different  from  those  of  the  Son 
and  the  holy  Spirit,  and  those  of  the  Son  different  from  those  of  the  holy  Spirit. 
We  worship  a  monad  in  a  trinity  and  a  trinity  in  a  monad  whose  union  and 
distinction  is  extraordinary;  it  is  a  monad  as  regards  the  ousia  or  divinity,  yet  a 
trinity  as  regards  the  idioms  or  the  hypostases  or  prosopa.  887 
Therefore,  in  christology,  the  Monophysites  are  wrong  in  proclaiming  that  Christ 
is  `one  physis  of  the  Logos  incarnate'.  Because  by  this  `one  physis'  they  either  mean 
one  ousia  which  is  the  heresy  of  Eutyches,  or  `one  hypostasis'  which  is  also  wrong 
212  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  6,35-37. 
893  The  use  of  `form'  is  apparently  a  reference  to  Leo's  forma  (e.  g.  agit  enim  utraqueforma  cum  alterius 
communion  quodproprium  est...  ). 
'8'  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  64,32-34.  Justinian  refers  to  Gregory  Nazianzen  and  Gregory  of  Nyssa  as  witnesses 
that  hypostasis  is  the  same  thing  as  prosopon.  CM,  Schwartz,  pp.  68,23-70,7. 
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because  physis  and  hypostasis  are  two  different  things.  Justinian  makes  clear  that  to 
confess  `one  hypostasis'  in  Christ  is  not  the  same  as  to  confess  `one  physis'.  $88 
Nestorius  confused  the  terms  too.  He  identified  physis  with  hypostasis  and 
prosopon  and  thus  understood  the  two  natures  separately  (dvd  pepog)  as  if  they  were 
self-existent  (iötoiirocra  wc).  This  is  why  he  rejected  the  union  and  spoke  of  `two 
Sons  and  two  Christs'  889 
Hypostatic  union-Synthetic  hypostasis 
The  union  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ  was  made  `according  to  hypostasis'.  This  means 
that  the  God-Logos  was  united  not  to  a  `pre-existent'  man  (irpov'roordvrt  dvc9pwhr  p), 
but  rather,  created  for  himself,  in  the  Virgin's  womb  and  out  of  her  physis,  flesh 
animated  with  rational  soul.  890  For  Justinian  to  say  that  `the  Logos  became  flesh'  is  to 
say  that  he  united  human  nature  to  himself"'  This  kind  of  union  did  not  bring  about  any 
change  either  to  the  eternal  Logos  or  to  the  human  being  which  he  became.  892  At  the 
same  time  it  preserved  both  the  oneness  of  the  person  of  Christ  and  the  completeness  of 
both  the  divine  and  the  human  natures:  `For  this  reason  [i.  e.  because  of  the  hypostatic 
union]  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  one  having  in  him  perfect  divine  nature  and  perfect 
human  nature.  i893 
Justinian  sees  a  witness  for  the  `hypostatic  union'  even  in  the  locus  classicus  of 
the  Antiochene  christology:  `Who  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be 
equal  with  God;  but  made  himself  of  no  reputation  and  took  upon  him  the  form  of  a 
servant,  and  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  all  men'  [Philip.  2,6].  By  the  `form  of  God,  ' 
says  Justinian,  the  apostle  means  the  ousia  of  God  in  which  there  was  the  hypostasis  of 
the  Logos,  whereas  by  the  `form  of  a  servant'  he  means  the  ousia  of  man.  Justinian 
points  out  that  Paul  did  not  say  `he  assumed  the  one  who  is  in  a  form  of  a  servant';  that 
would  have  meant  that  the  human  physic  was  pre-existent  and  had  its  own  hypostasis  as 
Nestorius  taught.  Thereby,  the  human  physis  or  flesh  (as  Justinian  calls  it)  existed  in  the 
hypostasis  of  the  Logos  so  that  Christ,  although  in  two  physes  or  forms,  is  known  in  a 
single  hypostasis  89° 
'88  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  144,15-18. 
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It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  Christ  is  one  prosopon  in  two  physes.  This  even 
Nestorius  confessed.  However  he  was  condemned  at  Ephesus  because  he  rejected  the 
`union  according  to  hypostasis'.  895 
After  the  incarnation,  the  Logos'  eternal  hypostasis  became  `synthetic'.  The  same 
eternal  Logos  is  now  the  one  `synthetic'  Christ  (eva  Xptrrd  v  ociv&rov)  who  is 
composed  of  divinity  and  humanity.  `Synthesis',  says  Justinian  has  the  advantage  of 
excluding  both  `confusion'  and  `division'  while  the  two  natures  remain  in  their 
integrity: 
Regarding  the  mystery  of  Christ  the  union  according  to  synthesis  excludes 
confusion  and  division  and  preserves  the  idiom  of  each  nature.  It  also 
manifests  the  God-Logos,  united  with  flesh,  to  be  one  prosopon  or  hypostasis, 
the  Selfsame  being  perfect  in  divinity  and  perfect  in  humanity.  [The  Logos  is] 
not  considered  in  two  hypostases  or  prosopa,  but  in  divinity  and  humanity,  in 
such  a  way  as  to  be  both  one  prosopon,  perfect  God  and  perfect  man,  the 
Selfsame  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  one  of  the  Trinity  who  is  glorified  together 
with  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Spirit.  " 
In  the  synthetic  Christ,  the  two  natures,  although  united  in  one  hypostasis,  remain 
within  their  ontological  limits  (Ev  zq7  zr7S  iSias  Sp6amg  öpw  re  Kai  A6yq.  ).  897 
Christ  is  seen  in  his  entirety  in  each  of  the  two  natures  yet  this  does  not  entail  division 
of  his  one  hypostasis.  Rather,  this  shows  the  difference  and  the  integrity  of  the  natures. 
This  is  the  advantage  that  Justinian  -  like  Leontius,  as  we  have  seen  -  sees  in 
`synthesis:  `when  we  acknowledge  the  synthesis,  both  the  parts  exist  in  the  whole,  and 
the  whole  is  seen  in  the  parts.  '898 
We  have  seen  that  Leontius  of  Jerusalem  was  reluctant  to  use  the  term  `synthetic 
hypostasis'  and  preferred  the  term  `synthetic  Christ'.  Justinian  does  not  hesitate  to  use 
both.  199  Since  he  makes  clear  that  for  him  the  union  is  one  of  physes  and  not  of 
hypostases  there  is  no  danger  that  the  term  `synthetic  hypostasis'  would  be  construed  as 
a  union  of  hypostases,  as  Leontius  feared.  However,  Justinian  is  quick  to  distinguish 
`synthetic  hypostasis'  from  `synthetic  physis'.  As  physis  or  ousia  is  one  thing  and 
hypostasis  another  so  are  `synthetic  physis'  and  `synthetic  hypostasis'.  This  is  a  very 
important  remark.  For  Justinian  the  union  takes  places  on  the  level  of  hypostasis 
"s  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  156,28-30. 
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(according  to  hypostasis)  and  on  the  level  of  physis  (according  to  physis).  The  latter 
would  have  meant  mixture  of  the  two  natures. 
Justinian  claims  that  the  Monophysites,  trying  to  accommodate  both  their  doctrine 
of  the  one  physis  in  Christ  and  the  indisputable  fact  that  Cyril  taught  that  the  two  physes 
exist  in  Christ  without  confusion,  came  up  with  the  idea  of  one  `synthetic  physic'.  For 
Justinian  this  idea  is  fundamentally  wrong:  if  physis  is  the  common  property  (Koivd  v) 
which  can  be  predicated  of  many  hypostases,  then  in  what  way  can  this  be  applied  to 
Christ  who  is  a  unique  being?  This,  says  the  emperor,  is  against  the  mystery  of  Christ, 
who  is  one  hypostasis  or  prosopon  known  in  two  different  ousiai.  900  Also,  if  one  accepts 
that  Christ's  is  one  `synthetic  physis',  argues  Justinian,  then  one  has  to  accept  that  the 
physis  of  the  Son  is  now  different  from  that  of  the  Father  and  the  holy  Spirit,  since  the 
physis  of  the  latter  Persons  is  simple  and  not  synthetic  901 
It  is  obvious  that  the  issue  is  about  how  one  defines  physis.  Justinian  is  right  in  his 
criticism  so  long  as  physis  is  defined  as  the  Kot  vd  v  (ousia  or  essence).  But  he  seems  to 
ignore  that  for  the  Monophysites,  as  for  Cyril,  physis  can  also  mean  hypostasis,  i.  e.  the 
iStov  (particular).  In  any  case  the  Monophysite  terminology  is  certainly  confused  as 
against  that  of  Justinian  who  makes  the  very  important  distinction  between  hypostasis 
and  physis.  As  he  rightly  argues,  if  one  speaks  of  one  physis  instead  of  one  hypostasis  in 
Christ  then  one  risks  suggesting  the  mingling  of  the  two  united  physes  and  the  creation 
of  a  third  entity  which  as  the  result  of  the  mixture  of  two  elements  would  be  neither  of 
those.  Of  course  the  Monophysites  would  deny  such  an  accusation,  but  as  long  as  they 
do  not  use  the  more  precise  term  hypostasis,  their  argument  would  be  at  least  liable  to 
misunderstanding.  The  two  physes,  emphasises  Justinian,  did  not  form  a  `synthetic 
physis'  but  the  `synthetic  Christ'.  902 
To  show  how  wrong  it  is  to  speak  of  Christ  as  `one  synthetic  physis'  Justinian 
resorts  to  Trinitarian  doctrine  again.  In  the  Trinity,  says  the  emperor,  we  confess  one 
physis  or  ousia,  but  three  hypostases,  and  in  each  hypostasis  the  same  one  ousia  is  seen. 
One  of  those  three  hypostases,  that  of  the  Logos,  was  united  to  flesh.  Nobody,  says  the 
emperor,  has  said  that  as  we  have  three  hypostases  in  the  same  way  we  have  three 
physes,  and  therefore  one  of  those  three  physes  was  united  to  flesh.  903  Justinian  attempts 
900  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  24,13-26. 
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here  to  refute  the  Monophysite  arguments  by  transferring  the  terminology  of  theology 
into  christology,  something  that  not  only  the  Severans  but  Cyril  himself  had  carefully 
avoided. 
In  discussing  the  mode  of  the  union,  Justinian  makes  an  important  remark:  it  was 
the  one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  that  united  itself  to  the  human  physic  and  therefore 
became  `synthetic'  and  not  simply  the  divine  physis.  In  other  words,  it  is  not  a  union  of 
two  impersonal  physes  but  of  a  hypostasis  with  an  impersonal  physis.  The  reason  for 
this,  says  Justinian,  is  that  a  physis,  if  it  is  not  enhypostasised  by  the  attachment  of  a 
particular  person  (i&icov  rtvdq  7rpootvrov)  to  it,  is  something  indeterminate 
(döptrrov)  and  `anhypostatic'  (dvviröorarov,  i.  e.  not  individuated),  and  such  a  thing 
cannot  be  united  to  anything.  On  the  other  hand,  Justinian  says  that  after  this 
clarification,  if  anyone  still  argues  that  because  Christ  has  a  human  nature  therefore  he 
must  also  have  a  `particular'  hypostasis  and  prosopon,  he  obviously  teaches  that  the 
Logos  was  united  to  `pre-existent  man'  (7rpovlroaravrt  dv6poJirtp).  Such  a  union,  i.  e. 
one  between  two  hypostases  or  prosopa,  is  `relational'  and  surely  cannot  be  a  union 
`according  to  hypostasis'  904 
Therefore  for  Justinian  the  union  in  Christ  was  a  union  between  a  hypostasis  and 
an  impersonal  or  anhypostatic  physis,  provided  that  this  (human)  physis  is  never 
considered  outside  the  Logos;  it  never  existed  on  its  own,  both  before  and  after  the 
union.  In  fact,  what  happened  was  that  the  human  physis  had  its  beginning  in  the 
hypostasis  of  the  Logos,  himself  becoming  the  hypostasis  of  the  human  physis  from  the 
very  moment  of  its  creation  90S  This  is  why  one  can  say  that  the  God-Logos  became  man 
and  not  that  he  entered  a  man,  that  he  was  born  of  the  Virgin,  and  that  she  is  Theotokos. 
If  the  Logos  had  been  united  to  a  human  physis  with  its  own  hypostasis  there  would 
have  been  four  hypostases  in  the  Trinity  now,  which  is  obviously  irreverent.  906 
Justinian  strongly  opposes  any  idea  of  two  subjects  of  attribution  in  Christ.  In 
becoming  man,  the  Logos  did  not  assume  a  human  person,  for  that  would  have  meant  an 
addition  of  a  fourth  person  in  the  Trinity.  Therefore,  one  cannot  say  that  the  God-Logos 
is  one  person  and  Christ  another.  Repeating  Gregory  Nazianzen's  expression,  Justinian 
says  that  Christ's  constituents  are  two  different  things  (dAAo  and  dAAo)  but  not  two 
904  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  144,36-146,7. 
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different  persons  (ä22oq  and  ä22o5-).  907  This  dAAo  and  äAAo  shows  the  elements  that 
constitute  Christ  and  their  difference  and  not  that  he  could  be  said  to  be  a  union  of  `two 
Sons'  or  `two  hypostases  or  prosopa'. 
What  is  the  role  then  of  the  human  physis  in  Christ  according  to  Justinian?  Like 
Cyril,  Justinian  sees  no  independent  role  for  Christ's  humanity.  Although  he  confesses 
the  completeness  of  the  human  physis,  Justinian  sees  it  as  an  instrument  through  which 
the  Logos  wrought  the  human  works  for  our  salvation.  "'  For  Justinian,  the  Logos  is  the 
sole  subject  of  all  of  Christ's  actions,  both  the  divine  and  the  human,  except  that  when  it 
comes  to  the  latter,  the  fathers  rightly  add  the  qualification  `according  to  the  flesh' 
(xard  oäpKa). 
909 
Christ  is  `one  of  the  Trinity' 
Justinian's  treatment  of  the  unity  of  the  person  of  Christ  places  him  firmly  within  the 
tradition  of  Athanasius,  the  Cappadocians  and  Cyril.  The  cornerstone  of  his  christology 
is  the  idea  that  Christ  is  the  God-Logos  himself.  He  is  the  `one  of  the  Holy  Trinity  who 
was  incarnate  and  became  man'.  "'  The  eternal  Logos  `emptied  himself  by  uniting 
himself  to  flesh  with  rational  soul  to  purify  the  human  nature.  Without  ceasing  to  be 
what  he  had  always  been,  the  Logos  also  became  everything  a  man  is,  save  sin,  in  order 
to  save  him.  "'  Of  this  Selfsame  Logos,  Justinian  predicates  all  of  Christ's  actions,  both 
the  lofty  and  the  humble  ones  912 
Justinian  identifies  Christ  with  the  Logos  in  true  Cyrillian  fashion.  Both  the 
doctrines  of  the  `double  birth'  and  `double  consubstantiality'  are  firmly  upheld.  Since 
the  Selfsame  Logos  underwent  two  births  one  eternal  from  the  Father  and  one  in  time 
from  Mary  we  are  entitled  to  call  her  `Theotokos',  asserts  the  emperor.  Not  that  the 
Logos  had  his  beginning  from  the  Virgin,  he  explains,  but  because  he  became  incarnate 
from  her.  913  In  the  fourth  anathema  of  the  CM,  Justinian  sums  up  his  doctrine  on  this 
point: 
If  anyone  does  not  confess,  that  the  Self-same  one  person  of  the  only-begotten 
Son  of  God,  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  underwent  two  births,  one  eternally  from 
907  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  8,25-32. 
908  Ep.  adZoilum,  PG  86,  pt  1,114813C. 
909  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  90. 
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the  Father  according  to  divinity  and  one  in  these  last  days  from  the  holy  Virgin 
and  Theotokos  Mary  according  to  humanity;  and  also  that  the  Self-same  is  one 
of  the  holy  Trinity,  namely  one  hypostasis  out  of  the  three  hypostases,  let  him 
be  anathema.  914 
Justinian  emphasises  that  the  Logos'  becoming  man  did  not  affect  his  immutability.  In 
his  second  birth,  of  the  Virgin,  the  Son  of  God  became  the  Son  of  man,  without  ceasing 
to  be  what  he  was  before  915 
Nestorius'  rejection  of  this  doctrine,  says  the  Justinian,  led  him  to  speak  of  two 
Sons,  the  God-Logos  who  is  begotten  from  the  Father  and  a  mere  man  who  is  born  from 
the  Virgin.  "' 
Justinian  also  ascribes  `double  consubstantiality'  to  Christ  which  means  that 
Christ  can  be  called  `one  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  '  since  the  Self-same  is  at  the  same  time 
homoousios  with  God  the  Father  according  to  divinity  and  homoousios  with  us 
according  to  humanity;  passible  as  to  the  flesh,  and  yet  the  Selfsame  also  impassible  as 
to  the  divinity'.  917 
Since  Christ  is  the  Logos  himself  it  follows  that  it  was  the  eternal  and  impassible 
Logos  who  `fulfilled  everything',  including  suffering  and  death  in  his  flesh: 
Nor  was  somebody  else,  other  than  the  Logos,  who  undertook  suffering  and 
death,  but  the  Selfsame,  impassible  and  eternal  Logos  of  God  who  fulfilled 
everything  by  undergoing  birth  of  human  flesh.  This  is  why  we  do  not  know 
the  God-Logos  who  performed  the  miracles  as  being  one  Person  and  the  Christ 
who  suffered  another,  but  rather  we  confess  one  and  the  same,  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  who  is  the  Logos  of  God  incarnate  and  made  man  and  to  whom  belong 
both  the  miracles  and  the  sufferings,  which  he  endured  in  his  flesh  willingly.  "' 
In  his  second  anathema  Justinian  proclaims: 
If  anyone  says  that  the  God-Logos  who  performed  miracles  is  one  person  and 
the  Christ  who  suffered  is  another,  or  [if  anyone]  says  that  the  God-Logos 
coexisted  with  Christ  who  was  born  of  the  woman  or  was  in  him  as  one  person 
in  another,  but  that  he  was  not  the  one  and  the  same  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the 
God-Logos  incarnate  and  made  man,  and  that  his  miracles  and  sufferings 
which  he  voluntarily  endured  in  the  flesh  were  not  of  the  same  person:  let  him 
be  anathema.  919 
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In  his  sixth  anathema,  Justinian  endorses  the  `theopaschite'  christology  but  he 
does  not  use  the  provocative  formula  in  its  original  form  (o  eis  rij  rptdöos  s  rc  te 
aapK%  unus  ex  trinitate  passus  est  carne): 
If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  who  was  crucified  in  his 
flesh  is  true  God  and  Lord  of  Glory  and  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  let  him  be 
anathema.  92° 
Therefore  it  is  wrong  to  say  that  God  the  Logos  performed  the  miracles  and  that 
only  Christ  suffered.  On  the  contrary,  both  the  miracles  and  the  sufferings  should  be 
predicated  of  the  one  Christ,  the  incarnate  Logos,  the  only  difference  being  that  he 
underwent  the  sufferings  `in  flesh'  (aapKi)  921 
Ascribing  Christ's  suffering  to  the  Logos,  explains  Justinian,  by  no  means 
introduces  passion  to  the  ousia  of  God,  but  it  is  the  result  of  the  hypostatic  union  and  the 
communicatio  idiomatum.  The  Self-same  Christ  is  according  to  his  humanity  passible 
(irac9qröq  vapid)  but  impassible  according  to  his  divinity  (d;  rat'rjs  6  aüröS 
OE6rqrt).  922  For  this  Justinian  refers  to  Cyril  who  teaches  that  it  is  correct  to  say  that 
the  Logos  suffered  in  his  human  flesh  and  not  to  predicate  the  suffering  of  his  divinity. 
But,  stresses  Cyril,  one  should  always  hold  both  principles:  that  the  Logos  did  not  suffer 
according  to  his  divinity  (u,  irdo  st  v  OeikaTS)  and  that  he  suffered  in  his  humanity 
(=öeiv  dvOpavnivws);  because  what  suffered  was  his  flesh  923 
If  Christ  was  only  God,  explains  Justinian,  he  would  not  have  been  able  to  suffer, 
because  suffering  is  `foreign'  (d22örptov)  to  God.  Again,  if  he  had  been  only  man,  he 
would  not  have  been  able  to  save  and  vivify  us,  because  this  is  beyond  man's  power. 
But  Christ  is  the  Self-same  (ö  avrdq)  both  God  and  man,  a  reality  that  Justinian 
expresses  with  a  concise  expression:  `both  [God  and  man]  exist  as  one,  and  still  each 
one  of  them  exists  in  its  integrity'.  "' 
For  Justinian,  the  identification  of  the  Logos  with  Christ  is  necessary  in  order  that 
the  supreme  character  of  Christ's  sacrifice  be  preserved.  It  was  not  a  man  or  God 
through  a  man  who  suffered  and  died  for  us  but  God  himself. 
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921  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  132,4-7. 
922  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  132,1. 
"  Ad  Succensum  It,  ACO,  I,  1,6,  p.  161,4-8.  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  138,2-4. 
924  rö  avvauporspov  6  ev,  eKarcpov  tiffs  povov.  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  132,14.  The  translation  of  the 
word  pövov  as  `integrity'  I  owe  to  Wesche,  On  the  Person  of  Christ,  p.  165. 197 
Nor  was  it  a  man  who  gave  up  himself  for  our  sake.  Rather  the  Selfsame 
Logos  gave  up  his  own  body  for  our  sake,  so  that  our  faith  and  our  hope  is  not 
in  a  man  but  we  have  our  faith  in  the  very  same  God-Logos.  925 
This  last  point  brings  us  to  a  very  important  aspect  of  Justinian's  thought.  As 
with  Athanasius,  the  Cappadocians,  Cyril  and  Leontius  of  Jerusalem,  Justinian's 
christology  departs  from  a  very  strong  soteriological  basis.  God  becomes  man  because 
only  he  could  save  us  through  his  direct  action.  As  we  have  noticed,  for  the  Emperor, 
the  God-Logos  assumes  human  body  and  soul  and  becomes  everything  man  is  save  sin, 
so  that  through  the  intimacy  of  the  union  he  might  cleanse  like  through  like.  He 
`empties  himself  so  that  we  might  partake  in  his  fullness  926  He  shares  our  life  so  that 
we  might  share  his.  The  Logos,  says  Justinian,  took  a  mother  on  earth  and  gave  us  a 
Father  in  heaven.  He  assumed  our  mortal  father,  Adam,  and,  in  return,  he  gave  us  his 
immortal  Father  and,  thus,  made  us  children  of  God.  The  Logos'  love  for  us  is  such,  that 
he,  the  Son  of  God,  experienced  death  `according  to  flesh'  for  the  sake  of  his  father  `in 
the  flesh'  so  that  the  sons  of  man,  become  sons  of  his  Father  `in  the  spirit',  and  thus 
partake  in  his  divine  life.  927  `He  who  is  the  true  Son  of  God,  '  says  Justinian,  `puts  on  all 
of  us  so  that  we  might  put  on  the  one  God.  '928  The  dispensation  involved  not  only  the 
Logos'  second  birth  but  ours  too: 
The  Logos  who  was  ineffably,  inexpressibly,  incomprehensibly  born  from 
above,  from  the  Father,  the  Self-same  is  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  here  below, 
so  that  those  who  were  born  before,  from  below,  may  be  born,  for  the  second 
time,  from  above,  that  is  of  God.  929 
The  interpretation  of  Cyril's  `one  physis'  formula 
For  Justinian,  the  Chalcedonian  definition  adequately  formulated  the  christological 
doctrine:  Christ  is  one  prosopon  or  hypostasis  in  two  physes  930  The  incarnation  of  the 
Logos'  hypostasis  resulted  not  in  one  physis,  but  in  one  `synthetic'  Christ  who  is  at  the 
same  time  God  and  man931  However,  Justinian  does  not  reject  the  `one  physis'  formula 
as  was  meant  by  Cyril.  Cyril's  writings  are  accepted  by  the  Church  in  their  entirety, 
emphasises  Justinian.  Yet  by  `one  physis',  Cyril  did  not  teach  what  the  Monophysites 
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think  he  did.  Justinian  attempts  to  show  that  by  the  controversial  formula  Cyril  meant  to 
show  that  Christ  is  one  hypostasis  in  two  natures. 
In  particular,  Justinian  claims  that  when  Cyril  says  `one  nature'  he  does  not  mean 
that  divinity  and  humanity  formed  one  physis  in  Christ,  as  the  Monophysites  believe.  In 
fact,  he  teaches  two  natures  in  Christ:  the  `one  physis  of  the  God-Logos'  (Ufa  caooiq 
rov  &Eov  AI  yov)  refers  to  the  divine  physis,  the  physis  of  the  `bodiless'  (doapKcoq) 
Logos,  whereas  the  `incarnate'  (aeaapxw  pý  vq)  denotes  the  second  physis,  i.  e.  the 
humanity.  932  We  have  already  seen  that  this  is  the  interpretation  of  the  formula  put 
forward  by  Flavian,  Basil  of  Seleucia,  and  by  some  `neo-Chalcedonians'. 
It  is  interesting  that  on  this  crucial  question  of  the  interpretation  of  the  Cyrillian 
formula,  Justinian  offers  two  slightly  different  points  of  view.  In  his  CM,  as  we  have 
just  seen,  he  suggests  that  the  formula  indicates  the  existence  of  two  physes:  the  `one 
physis  of  the  God-Logos'  indicates  the  divine  physis,  whereas  the  `incarnate'  the  human 
physis.  In  his  CF,  however,  Justinian  gives  another,  more  accurate  in  our  view 
interpretation,  that  of  the  identification  of  physis  and  hypostasis  (although  he  still  refers 
to  the  Second  Letter  to  Succensus933  as  an  evidence  that,  by  `incarnate',  Cyril  meant 
`perfect  humanity"").  He  teaches  that  the  use  of  the  Cyrillian  formula  is  permissible  as 
long  as  one  physis  is  interpreted  as  one  Christ,  i.  e.  one  hypostasis  who  exists  in  two 
physes.  This,  says  Justinian,  is  how  Cyril  himself  meant  the  `one  physis'  formula,  i.  e.  in 
the  sense  of  `one  hypostasis'  935  As  proof  of  this  Justinian  points  to  the  father's  practice 
of  often  attaching  to  the  formula  either  the  term  `Son',  or  `Logos'  or  `only-begotten' 
`which  designate  not  a  physis  but  a  hypostasis  or  a  prosopon'. 
In  any  case  what  is  essential  for  Justinian  is  to  understand  `one  physis'  in  the 
sense  of  one  Christ  who  exists  in  divinity  and  humanity.  Thus  in  the  ninth  anathema  of 
the  CF  Justinian  makes  this  clear: 
If  anyone  says  `one  incarnate  physis  of  the  God-Logos'  and  does  not 
understand  it  to  mean  that  one  Christ  was  formed  from  the  divine  and  human 
natures,  who  is  homoousios  with  the  Father  according  to  His  Divinity  and 
homoousios  with  us  according  to  His  humanity,  but  [he  understands  to  mean] 
that  one  nature  or  ousia  of  Christ's  Divinity  and  flesh  was  formed,  according 
to  the  heresy  of  Apollinarius  and  Eutyches,  let  him  be  anathema.  For  the 
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catholic  Church  dislikes  and  anathematises  those  who  divide,  or  rather  split,  as 
well  as  those  who  confuse  the  mystery  of  Christ  in  the  divine  Dispensation.  "' 
To  prove  further  that  Cyril  did  not  teach  one  physis  -  in  the  sense  of  one  ousia 
-  in  Christ  Justinian  refers  to  a  passage  from  the  First  Letter  to  Succensus  where  the 
one  Christ  is  confessed  to  be  seen  through  the  `eyes  of  the  soul'  in  two  physes: 
If  we  want  to  explain  how  the  Only-Begotten  became  man,  as  regards  thought 
and  contemplation  through  the  eyes  of  the  soul,  we  say  that  the  natures  are 
two,  yet  [we  confess]  one  Christ  and  Lord  and  Son,  the  Logos  of  God  who 
become  incarnate  and  was  made  man.  937 
To  the  monophysite  objection  that  Cyril  speaks  here  of  two  natures  only  `in 
contemplation',  Justinian  replies  that  if  things  seen  only  in  contemplation  should  not  be 
confessed  `by  mouth',  then  Christ's  divinity  should  not  be  confessed  either  since  it  is 
invisible  and  can  only  be  contemplated  upon.  938 
Does  then  Justinian  see  the  difference  of  two  physes  in  the  same  way  as  Cyril  did? 
He  certainly  does,  as  it  is  shown  in  his  eighth  anathema: 
If  anyone,  with  regard  to  our  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ  who  is  the  incarnate  God- 
Logos,  while  acknowledging  the  number  of  the  physes  out  of  which  [the  one 
Christ]  was  constituted,  does  not  perceive  their  difference  in  contemplation 
(r)y-  Ocwpig)  -  for  this  difference  was  not  abolished  by  the  union  -  but  uses 
this  number  in  order  to  divide  [the  one  Christ]  into  separate  parts,  let  him  be 
anathema.  93' 
Other  evidence  that  in  Christ  there  is  not  one  physis  but  one  hypostasis  is  the 
attribution  of  both  impassibility  and  passibility  to  Christ.  Justinian  quotes  Cyril  again: 
Very  correctly  and  prudently  your  excellence  expounds  the  matter  of  the 
salvific  suffering,  because  you  do  not  contend  that  the  only-begotten  Son  of 
God  [...  ]  suffered  in  his  own  nature  what  befits  the  body;  rather  [you  say]  that 
he  suffered  in  his  earthly  (,  'oirci)  nature.  For  it  is  necessary  that  we  preserve 
that  the  one  and  true  Son  both  did  not  suffer  in  his  divinity  and  suffer  in  his 
humanity.  Because  it  was  flesh  which  suffered?  ao 
The  co-existence  of  both  passibility  (irdiYos)  and  impassibility  (d  rdOeta)  in  Christ  is 
sufficient  to  show  that  there  are  two  natures  in  him.  To  attribute  both  impassibility  and 
passibility  to  the  one  and  the  same  nature  is  impossible,  says  Justinian.  It  is  however 
possible  to  attribute  them  to  one  hypostasis  or  prosopon  9ai 
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Justinian  also  quotes  a  passage  from  Cyril's  Scholia  making  his  doctrine  very 
clear:  `Therefore  it  is  not  right  to  define  the  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ  as  being  separately 
man  and  separately  God,  but  we  say  that  there  is  one  and  the  same  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
while  at  the  same  time  we  acknowledge  the  difference  of  the  physes  and  hold  them 
unconfused.  '942  If,  then,  argues  Justinian,  Cyril  is  so  clear  as  to  the  difference  of  the 
physes,  it  is  wrong-headed  to  still  say  that  there  is  one  physis  or  ousia  in  Christ.  For  if 
this  was  the  case  then  Christ  would  not  be  homoousios  both  with  the  Father  and  with 
us  9a3  In  fact,  what  would  happen  is  that  Christ  would  be  either  `bodiless'  (dQapico;  )  (if 
he  is  homoousios  only  with  the  Father),  or  a  mere  man  (yra2ös  dvi9pmiroq)  (if  he  is 
homoousios  only  with  us),  or  something  of  a  third  physis  (szepogov6g  rt),  a  tertium 
quid  (if  either  of  the  physes  suffered  mutation)  which  of  course  would  be  neither  God 
nor  man.  944 
The  human  analogy 
The  Monophysites  often  used  the  example  of  man  to  defend  the  `one  physic.  '  Man,  they 
say,  despite  having  being  constituted  of  two  elements,  body  and  soul,  is  still  one  physis. 
On  the  other  hand,  they  argue  that  those  who  say  that  Christ  is  God  and  man  confess  not 
two,  but  three  physes  in  Christ,  that  of  the  Logos,  that  of  the  body,  and  that  of  the 
soul  945  Justinian  responds  that  if  this  is  so  then  they  have  to  admit  `two  natures'  since 
they  say  that  Christ  is  `out  of  two'.  Unless  they  teach  that  Christ  assumed  a  soul  without 
a  body  or  a  body  without  a  soul.  In  any  case,  the  example  of  man  does  not  apply  in  the 
case  of  Christ,  argues  Justinian. 
The  Monophysites  have  misunderstood  the  terms  again.  The  name  `man' 
(ävzYpavnog)  without  the  idioms  (iäu4uara),  says  Justinian,  signifies  the  (human) 
ousia  or  physis  and  can  be  predicated  of  many  hypostases.  This  is  why  man  is  said  to  be 
one  physis.  When,  however,  the  idioms  are  added  to  the  common  property  (zö  xotvöv) 
then  the  hypostasis  of  the  individual  man  is  formed.  46  E.  g.  Peter  and  Paul  are  two 
different  individuals,  with  different  idioms,  who  share  the  same  physis  or  ousia,  but  they 
are  not  physes  or  ousiai  themselves.  Similarly,  the  name  `Christ'  is  indicative  of  a 
hypostasis  or  prosopon  and  not  of  a  physis  as  the  Monophysites  would  have  it,  for  it 
does  not  signify  any  common  property,  nor  is  it  predicated  of  many  hypostases,  nor  can 
942  ACO  1,5,1,  p.  222,31-33.  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  138,8-10. 
947  Here  Justinian  uses  an  argument  already  put  forward  by  John  the  Grammarian.  See  Part  Two,  Chapter 
1. 
'44  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  140,2-8. 
CM,  Schwartz,  p.  14,30f. 
'46  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  14,41-42. 201 
it  exist  without  the  idioms.  "'  If  the  name  `Christ'  denoted  the  ousia,  i.  e.  the  common 
property,  then  there  would  have  been  many  `Christs'  948  Furthermore,  man  is  composed 
of  created  elements  (body  and  soul)  whereas  Christ  is  composed  of  a  created  and  an 
uncreated  one  949 
The  use  of  the  example  of  man  to  show  that  Christ  is  one  physis  is  wrong  for  one 
more  reason.  As  every  creature  has  one  physis,  given  to  it  by  God  in  its  creation,  so  man 
also  has  one  physis  which  consists  of  soul  and  body,  the  two  elements  out  of  which  God 
brought  him  from  non-being  into  being  and  without  either  of  which  there  cannot  be 
man.  Obviously  this  is  not  the  case  with  Christ  because  he  was  not  composed  from  the 
beginning  of  divinity  and  humanity,  so  that  this  could  be  his  physis.  Rather,  the 
Selfsame  existed  before  his  incarnation  and  after  it  he  remains  what  he  has  always  been, 
the  eternal  Logos 
. 
"'O 
Justinian  admits  that  the  fathers  too  used  the  example  of  the  union  of  body  and 
soul,  but  only  to  show  that  Christ  was  one  person  or  hypostasis  and  not  one  physis'' 
Cyril  used  it  to  oppose  the  heresy  of  Paul  of  Samosata  and  Nestorius  who  were 
separating  the  two  physes  and  taught  two  persons  and  hypostases  952 
In  fact,  the  analogy  of  body  and  soul,  has  also  been  used  by  the  fathers  to  show  the 
duality  of  the  physes.  Justinian  quotes  Gregory  Nazianzene  who  says  that  Christ 
consists  of  two  physes  like  man  consists  of  body  and  soul  Oncosts  pay  ydp  Stio  Oe 
xai  äv8pw»roq,  Ezei  xai  yrvxrj  Kai  u6pa)  953  This  duality  does  not  divide  the  one 
Son  into  two,  but  only  shows  the  difference  of  the  natures.  54 
`In  two  natures' 
The  difference  of  the  natures,  clearly  proclaimed  by  Cyril,  is best  proclaimed  when  one 
confesses  Christ  as  one  hypostasis  and  prosopon  `in  two  natures'  as  Chalcedon  decreed. 
Justinian  attacks  the  rejection  by  the  `heretics'  (i.  e.  Monophysites)  of  the  preposition 
`in'  (&v).  He  maintains  that,  far  from  introducing  division  in  the  one  Christ,  the 
preposition  preserves  the  union  undivided  and  unconfused.  For  that  he  refers  again  to 
Phil.  2.6-7  where  Paul,  says  Justinian,  uses  the  same  preposition  ('in  the  form  of  the 
9a'  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  16,3-5. 
948  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  16,10-14. 
949  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  16,15-19. 
950  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  138,18-36. 
95!  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  140,8-13. 
952  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  16,28f. 
9"  Ad  Cledonium  I,  PG  37,180A. 
954  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  140,15f. 202 
servant'  and  `in  the  form  of  God')  to  indicate  that  Christ  exists  in  two  physes.  9S5  This  is 
also  how  Cyril  understands  the  passage  says  Justinian.  ""  If  one  does  not  accept  the 
preposition  `in,  '  argues  the  emperor,  one  risks  suggesting  confusion  of  the  natures.  It  is 
self-evident  that  when  two  or more  things  are  united  into  one  being  they  are  confused, 
unless  they  remain  after  the  union  what  they  were  before  it.  This  is  why  the  only  way  to 
preserve  the  oneness  of  the  subject  and  the  difference  of  the  physes,  which  the 
Monophysites  also  confess,  is  to  proclaim  that  the  one  Christ  is  not  just  `out  of  two'  but 
also  `in  two  physes'  957  After  the  incarnation  there  are  two  unconfused  physes  in  Christ, 
yet  one  hypostasis.  "'  `The  Logos  of  God  is  still  one  hypostasis,  even  after  his 
incarnation,  being  seen  in  each  of  the  two  natures'  proclaims  Justinian  9S9 
The  number  `two',  says  -  Justinian,  is  not  used  to  show  division  as  the 
Monophysites  claim,  but  the  `difference'  of  the  physes.  It  would  have  meant  division  if 
it  had  been  said  of  prosopa  or  hypostases.  But  with  regard  to  things  united  into  one  (in 
which  case  the  duality  exists  only  theoretically  (Aoygj 
1uöwp  Kai  dew  pig)),  as  with 
the  one  hypostasis  of  a  single  man,  the  number  `two'  does  not  denote  division  but 
`difference'.  For  if  there  is  no  `difference'  there  is  confusion.  Just  like  in  man,  where  the 
existence  of  body  and  soul  does  not  prevent  him  from  being  one  being,  in  the  mysterium 
Christi  the  two  physes,  although  different,  are  not  separated  from  each  other.  9  ' 
Justinian's  criticism  of  the  Monophysites  is  severe.  Since  they  do  not  accept  `two 
physes  or  ousiai'  in  Christ  they  obviously  follow  Apollinarius  who  taught  that  there  is 
one  ousia  in  Christ  961  Therefore  like  him  they  deny  that  Christ  was  perfect  man  as 
well  962  In  particular,  he  accuses  Dioscorus  and  Timothy  Aelurus  of  holding  the  doctrine 
of  Mani  and  Apollinarius  in  the  sense  that  they  taught  that  Christ's  human  physis  was 
not  real.  963  As  to  the  Acephaloi,  since  they  identify  physis  and  hypostasis,  they  hold  that 
in  Christ  two  hypostases  were  united  which  is  the  doctrine  of  Nestorius.  In  fact,  says 
...  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  10,4-10. 
956  `Having  assumed  the  form  of  servant,  the  God-Logos  who  is  co-eternal  with  the  Father  is  perfect  both 
in  his  divinity  and  in  his  humanity.  He  who  is  one  Christ  and  Lord  and  Son  is  not  perfect  only  in  his 
divinity  or  his  humanity;  rather  out  of  two  perfect  things,  i.  e.  divinity  and  humanity,  one  and  the  same 
person  is  formed  in  an  extraordinary  manner.  '  Cyril,  Ep.  ad  Theodosium,  ACO  I,  1,1,  p.  57,15-18.  CM, 
Schwartz,  p.  10,13-14. 
957  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  10,29-37. 
9"  CF,  Schwartz,  p  146,22-24. 
959  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  144,33-34. 
960  CF,  Schwartz,  pp.  140,15-142,12. 
9'  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  70,23-27. 
96x  Justinian  quotes  Apollinarius:  `If  the  perfect  God  had  been  united  to  a  perfect  man  they  would  have 
been  two;  therefore  only  an  imperfect  thing  united  to  a  perfect  one  does  not  constitute  a  duality.  ' 
Lietzmann,  frg.  81,  p.  224.  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  72,3-4. 
9"  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  46,22-24. 203 
Justinian,  they  prefer  to  profess  worse  doctrines  than  that  of  Nestorius  rather  than  accept 
the  truth.  964 
Justinian  says  that  Severus,  `the  successor  of  Apollinarius,  '965  himself  admitted 
that  the  fathers  taught  `two  natures'  in  Christ.  He  however  claimed  that,  since  the 
emergence  of  the  Nestorian  heresy,  they  stopped  proclaiming  that  for  fear  of  being 
misunderstood.  This  is  why  one  should  not  confess  `two  natures'.  This,  says  Justinian, 
is  a  laughable  argument  966  Justinian  tries  to  prove  that  Cyril  continued  to  speak  of  `two 
natures'  even  after  Nestorius  had  made  his  heresy  known.  67  Severus,  says  Justinian,  did 
not  realise  that  the  fathers  condemned  Nestorius  not  because  he  taught  `two  natures'  but 
because  he  rejected  the  hypostatic  union  and  taught  `two  Sons%968 
Justinian  makes  another  interesting  accusation  against  Severus:  he  held  that  the 
Trisagion969  did  not  refer  to  the  whole  Trinity  but  only  to  the  Son.  This  for  Justinian  is 
the  same  heretical  teaching  as  that  of  Arius  who  claimed  that  the  Son  was  not  of  the 
same  substance  as  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Spirit.  It  was  also  akin  to  the  Nestorian  idea 
that  Christ  was  not  God  and  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity  970 
In  all,  one  should  say  neither  `out  of  two  physes'  in  the  sense  that  there  were  two 
physes  before  the  union,  for  this  introduces  the  concept  of  the  `pre-existent  man'  which 
is  the  heresy  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  nor  that  there  is  only  one  physis  after  it  for  this 
introduces  the  confusion  of  Apollinarius  and  Eutyches.  97  The  true  faith  is  that  `the  two 
physes  concurred  (ovväpape  v)  in  one  hypostasis  and  formed  one  Christ  who  is  known 
in  both  physes  unconfusedly  and  indivisibly.  '972 
The  Three  Chapters 
Throughout  his  writings  Justinian  argued  against  the  Nestorian  understanding  of  the 
incarnation  advocated  by  the  Three  Chapters.  The  letters  of  the  supporters  of  the  Three 
Chapters  gave  Justinian  the  chance  to  expound  once  more  his  Cyrillian  understanding  of 
the  Chalcedonian  doctrine  and  refute  the  arguments  of  those  who  support  the  Three 
Chapters  and  especially  Ibas'  Letter  to  Maris. 
964  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  52,6-10. 
965  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  54,27-28. 
966  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  56. 
967  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  58-62. 
96$  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  58,12-13. 
969  See  Part  One,  Chapter  IV. 
970  CM,  Schwartz,  pp.  74,3-76,10. 
"  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  146,17-2  1. 
972  Eleventh  Anathema,  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  78. 204 
The  unidentified  supporters  of  the  Three  Chapters  considered  Ibas's  letter 
orthodox,  because  in  their  view  it  was  fighting  Apollinarius  and  not  Cyril.  Justinian  says 
that  the  letter  attacked  Cyril  and  the  orthodox  faith  directly  since  it  considered  the  main 
Cyrillian  tenet,  `the  Logos  became  man,  '  an  Apollinarian  idea.  For  Justinian,  Cyril 
proclaims  nothing  else  but  the  evangelical  teaching  that  `the  Logos  became  flesh'  and 
the  teaching  of  all  the  prophets  who  taught  Logos'  becoming  flesh.  97'  Christ  is  not  a 
mere  man  (yra2öq  äv6pw  roc)  as  Nestorius  and  Theodore  taught,  but  the  Logos  made 
man.  This  is  clearly  proclaimed  by  authorities  such  as  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Athanasius, 
Basil,  Augustine  and  Leo.  "" 
Justinian  then  reproaches  the  radical  Antiochene  idea  of  the  distinction  between 
the  `temple'  and  the  `one  who  dwells  in  the  temple'  which  is  also  upheld  by  Ibas  and  the 
recipients  of  the  emperor's  letter.  He  says  that  there  is  not  one  father  who  ever  taught 
such  a  thing.  The  Church  always  distinguished  between  the  two  physes  out  of  which  the 
one  Christ  was  formed  `unconfusedly'  and  `indivisibly'  but  never  between  the  `temple' 
and  the  Logos.  Of  course  the  term  `temple'  was  used  in  the  Scriptures  and  by  the  fathers 
but  by  them  always  the  body  of  the  Logos  was  meant.  This  is  exactly  what  the 
Evangelist  means  when  he  says:  `But  he  spoke  of  the  temple  of  his  body'  [John  2.21  ].  A 
distinction  between  the  `temple'  and  the  `one  who  dwells  in  it'  clearly  divides  the  one 
person  of  Christ  into  two  97S  Furthermore,  if  one  interprets  the  `temple'  as  signifying  the 
man  Christ  then  one  makes  all  of  us  equal  to  Christ  since  the  Scriptures  use  this  name 
with  regard  to  the  faithful  as  well  9'6 
Justinian  defends  Cyril  who  is  accused  in  the  Letter  to  Maris  of  teaching  a 
mingling  or  confusion  of  the  divinity  and  humanity  in  Christ  in  his  Twelve  Chapters. 
Cyril's  `natural  union'  does  not  mean  that  there  is  one  physis  for  both  the  divinity  and 
the  humanity  in  Christ.  What  the  Alexandrian  father  taught,  reiterates  Justinian,  is  that 
there  is  one  hypostasis  or  prosopon.  9" 
Nor  is  it  correct  to  say  the  Cyril  did  not  distinguish  the  `names'  or  attributes 
(Spcvvwv  8La<popäv  d;  rgpvocipsvov)  of  the  two  natures.  The  Patriarch  clearly 
distinguished  between  the  lofty  `names'  which  belonged  to  the  divinity  and  the  lower 
ones  which  belonged  to  the  humanity.  However  he  predicated  them  all  of  the  same 
973  CM,  Schwartz,  pp.  84-86 
974  CM,  Schwartz,  pp.  86-88. 
971  CM,  Schwartz,  p.  88. 
976  Justinian  refers  to  1  Cor.  3.16:  `Do  you  not  know  that  you  are  God's  temple  and  that  God's  spirit 
dwells  in  you?  ' 
977  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  92,11-21. 205 
subject  which  is  the  Logos  made  man.  Justinian  says  that  the  defenders  of  the  Three 
Chapters  are  complaining  because  they  want  to  predicate  the  `names'  of  two  persons  978 
The  heterodoxy  of  the  Letter  to  Maris  is  shown  in  its  treatment  of  the  title 
Theotokos.  Mary  gave  birth  to  God  the  Logos  in  flesh  and  not  to  a  mere  man,  says 
Justinian.  Hence  she  is  called  Theotokos.  The  refusal  of  the  Letter  to  Maris'  author  to 
accept  that  is  a  clear  evidence  that  he  teaches  the  existence  of  two  persons  in  Christ  9'9 
In  the  CTC,  Justinian  attacks  the  radical  Antiochene  interpretation  of  certain 
biblical  passages: 
a)  `For  thou  hast  made  him  a  little  lower  than  the  angels'  [Ps.  8.5].  In  the  Letter  to 
Maxis  it  is  claimed  that  this  verse  cannot  refer  to  the  God-Logos  980  The  recipients  of 
Justinian's  letter  must  have  used  the  same  argument.  Justinian  says  that  this  is  again 
derived  from  Theodore's  `impious'  teaching.  The  passage,  says  the  emperor,  is  said  of 
the  Logos  because  man  is  anyway  lower  than  the  angels.  If  it  had  been  the  man  Jesus 
who  was  made  lower  than  the  angels  then  he  would  have  been  the  one  who  suffered 
death,  for  Paul  says:  `but  we  see  Jesus,  who  was  made  a  little  lower  than  the  angels  for 
the  suffering  of  death,  crowned  with  glory  and  honour'  [Hebr.  2.9].  But  such  a  claim 
contradicts  the  same  Apostle's  utterance:  `for  had  they  known  it,  they  would  not  have 
crucified  the  Lord  of  glory'  [I  Cor.  2.8.  ].  981  Here  Justinian  makes  use  of  a  locus  classicus 
for  the  Cyrillian  theologians  who  identify  the  Lord  of  glory  with  the  Logos  incarnate. 
b)  `Who,  though  he  was  in  the  form  of  God...  emptied  himself,  taking  the  form  of 
a  servant'  [Paul's  Phil.  2.6-7].  This  is  again  for  Justinian  a  reference  to  the  Logos.  As  in 
the  CM,  he  interprets  the  `form  of  a  servant'  as  the  human  physis  and,  of  course,  not  an 
already  formed  man  (oü  irpo5tair2aoi'avrt  dv6pa5  rp  i  with  7q)  982 
c)  `For  my  Father  is  greater  than  I'  [John  14.28].  This  passage  should  not  be 
interpreted  as  implying  the  existence  of  an  `assumed  man'.  What  the  Lord  teaches  here 
is  his  `reduction'  in  the  `economy'  (zrjv  St  'id;  oiicovoptK&  ysvopaM  v 
EAarrwaty  Si  Aoi)  983  Whereas  when  the  passage  `I  and  my  Father  are  one'  he 
signifies  Christ's  equality  with  the  Father  according  to  his  divine  physis.  But  both  the 
`equality'  and  the  `reduction'  are  predicated  of  the  one  Lord  and  God  Jesus  Christ  who 
978  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  92. 
979  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  94,5-8. 
9"  See  Appendix. 
981  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  100,14-27. 
982  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  100,28-37. 
983  Cf.  Cyril,  Ad  Theodosium,  ACO  1,1,1,  p.  60,23-25. 206 
is  the  incarnate  Logos.  Wrong  interpretation  of  the  former  passage  led  to  the  Arian 
heresy  and  now  to  the  Nestorian-Theodorene  one  9sa 
The  Letter  to  Maris,  claims  Justinian,  follows  Nestorius  and  Theodore,  since  it 
confesses  two  physes,  one  person  and  authority,  but  refuses  to  identify  this  one  person 
with  the  Logos  and  therefore,  say  that  the  Logos  was  born  of  the  Virgin.  This  means 
that  -  as  with  Nestorius  and  Theodore  -  there  is  not  a  real  union  in  Christ  and, 
therefore  the  two  physes  mean  two  persons.  What  the  author  of  the  letter  really  means 
by  `one  person'  is  the  person  of  the  man-Christ,  not  that  of  the  Logos.  The  former 
person  is  the  one  who  enjoys  the  dignity  and  honour  and  grace  of  the  adoption  and  is 
worshipped  in  the  Logos'  place.  As  evidence  of  this  Justinian  points  to  the  idea 
expressed  in  the  Letter  that  the  two  physes  share  the  same  authority.  But,  argues  the 
emperor,  authority  can  only  refer  to  persons  (as  in  the  Trinity)  and  not  to  physes  9BS 
In  the  CTC  Justiqian  makes  two  important  points:  a)  Cyril's  Twelve  Chapters 
were  orthodox  and  in  accordance  with  the  faith  of  Ephesus,  Celestine,  Leo  and 
Chalcedon,  986  and  b)  Cyril  did  not  `repent'  for  his  earlier  faith  by  subscribing  to  'the 
Formulary  of  Reunion  (433).  If  he  had  `repented',  says  Justinian,  he  would  not  have 
been  accepted  at  Chalcedon  as  a  father,  `for  he  who  repents  is  not  considered  a  teacher 
but  is  allowed  back  in  as  returning  from  error.  '987 
The  defence  of  Chalcedon  against  its  Nestorian  interpretation  is  the  climax  of 
CTC.  Chalcedon  is  in  full  agreement  with  Cyril  including  his  Twelve  Chapters  which 
were  endorsed  by  Rome  and  in  particular  by  Pope  Sixtus  III  (432-440),  988  whereas  it  is 
in  direct  contrast  to  the  doctrines  of  Theodore  and  the  Letter  to  Maris.  It  is  foolish  to 
believe  that  Chalcedon  is  repudiated  if  one  condemns  the  Letter  to  Maris.  The  faith  of 
the  former  is  in  direct  contrast  with  the  Letter  as  well  as  with  the  teaching  of 
Theodore  989  Because  Chalcedon  taught  indeed  that  Christ  and  the  incarnate  God-Logos 
are  one  and  the  same  subject.  Clear  evidence  of  this  is  that  Chalcedon  confessed  that 
Mary  was  Theotokos,  a  doctrine  fiercely  opposed  by  Theodore  and  Nestorius. 
Chalcedon  spoke  indeed  of  two  physes,  but  decreed  the  union  according  to  hypostasis 
which  safeguards  the  oneness  of  the  person  and  hypostasis  of  Christ.  The  fathers  at 
984  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  102,14-25. 
985  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  106,23-35. 
986  CTC,  Schwartz,  pp.  110,30-36;  112,27-30. 
987  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  112,10-13. 
968  Justinian  cites  excerpts  from  Sixtus'  letters  to  Cyril  in  which  he  was  congratulating  him  for  his  efforts 
to  bring  the  Orientals  back  to  ecclesial  unity  and  piety  and  deliver  them  from  the  `illness'  of  their  former 
doctrine.  CTC,  Schwartz,  pp.  112,36-114,19. 
989  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  114,24-25. 207 
Chalcedon  were  not  only  in  agreement  with  all  the  previous  Ecumenical  Councils  and 
Cyril  but  also  endorsed  the  Twelve  Chapters.  990 
For  Justinian,  the  assumption  that  a  condemnation  of  the  Letter  to  Maris  would 
damage  Chalcedon's  authority  (since  it  was  included  in  its  minutes)  is  fundamentally 
wrong.  One  cannot  accept  Ephesus,  Celestine,  Cyril,  Leo  and  Chalcedon  in  clear 
conscience  and  good  intent  (KaOapýF  avvetSrjoEt  Kai  opi9cp  QKOIr(j)  and  at  the  same 
time  receive  the  `abominable'  Letter.  991 
Ibas  and  Theodoret  were  accepted  as  coming  back  from  error,  i.  e.  their  rejection  of 
the  christology  of  the  Twelve  Chapters.  Justinian  says  that  this  was  exactly  why  Ibas 
and  Domnus  of  Antioch  were  excommunicated992  Obviously  the  emperor  puts  the 
whole  controversy  down  to  the  question  of  the  Twelve  Chapters.  Then  he  makes  a 
daring  conclusion:  the  confession  of  faith  that  the  two  bishops  were  asked  to  give  at 
Chalcedon,  on  the  grounds  of  which  they  were  rehabilitated,  was  in  effect  a  subscription 
to  the  Twelve  Chapters.  993 
Furthermore,  Justinian  expresses  doubts  as  to  whether  Ibas  was  the  real  author  of 
the  Letter.  At  the  council  of  Tyre  (448)  Ibas  claimed  that  since  the  Reunion  of  433  he 
had  not  said  anything  against  Cyril.  Justinian  points  out  that  the  Letter  was  clearly 
written  after  433.  Similarly  at  Chalcedon,  Ibas  did  not  subscribe  to  the  content  of  the 
Letter.  994  The  Council,  still  unconvinced,  demanded  that  Ibas  clearly  accept  the  faith  of 
Cyril  and  Ephesus  I  and  anathematise  Nestorius. 
Justinian  contends  that  the  fact  that  references  to  the  heretics  are  included  in 
minutes  does  not  mean  that  they  are  approved  even  though  there  is  a  chance  that  the 
Letter  was  not  included  in  the  original  corpus's  More  important  perhaps  is  his  remark 
that  not  everything  which  is  said  by  individuals  in  a  council  is  authoritative  and  binding, 
but  only  that  which  is  agreed  by  everybody.  "" 
CTC,  Schwartz,  pp.  114,37-39;  116,4-11. 
CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  116,12-21.  Justinian  wonders  at  the  fact  that  the  supporters  of  the  Three  Chapters 
defend  the  Letter  to  Maris  while  Ibas  himself  denied  he  was  its  author.  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  118,18-22. 
992  CTC,  Schwartz,  pp.  120,37-122,10.  It  is  interesting  that  Justinian  does  not  mention  that  Domnus  was 
excommunicated  by  the  `Robber  Council'.  That  Domnus  was  excommunicated  because  he  did  not  accept 
the  Twelve  Chapters  was  also  the  view  of  Theodoret.  Letter  to  John  of  Germanicia,  in  Y.  Azdma,  ed., 
Theodoret  de  Cyr:  Correspondance,  3  vols,  SC  40  (Paris:  1955-1965),  Itt,  p.  94,8-10. 
"'  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  122,10-12. 
994  CTC,  Schwartz,  pp.  116,22-118,22.  Grillmeier  attributes  this  idea  of  the  inauthenticity  of  the  letter 
again  to  Theodore  Ascidas  and  rejects  Justinian's  arguments  that  Ibas  denied  the  authorship  of  the  Letter 
both  in  Tyre  and  Chalcedon.  Christ,  ii,  2,  pp.  421;  423. 
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As  regards  the  other  objection  of  the  defenders  of  the  Three  Chapters,  i.  e.  that  it  is 
not  permissible  to  anathematise  the  dead  (Theodore),  Justinian  tries  to  prove  the 
legitimacy  of  his  proposal.  If  the  argument  of  his  opponents  held  true,  he  says,  then 
Judas  should  still  be  considered  to  be  one  of  the  apostles  and  the  latter  should  be  blamed 
for  condemning  him  after  he  was  dead  and  electing  somebody  else  in  his  place  997 
Justinian  also  mentions  Valentinus,  998  Basilides,  999  Marcion,  1°°°  Cerinthus,  1°°'  Eunomius, 
Apollinarius,  Bonosus'ooz  as  examples  of  heretics  who  were  anathematised 
posthumously  but  he  is  not  entirely  convincing  since  some  of  them,  at  least,  were 
clearly  condemned  during  their  lifetime.  More  helpful  for  Justinian's  cause  is  a 
quotation  of  Augustine  who  shows  willingness  to  issue  a  posthumous  anathema  if  need 
be,  10°3  and  the  80'  Canon  of  the  council  of  Africa  which  rules  that  a  bishop  who 
bequeaths  his  property  to  a  non  relative  or  to  a  relative  who  is  a  heretic  or  to  a  pagan, 
instead  of  the  Church,  should  be  anathematised  even  if  he  is  dead.  1°°4  Also  interesting  is 
his  reference  to  Dioscorus,  who  although  he  was  not  condemned  for  his  faith,  was 
posthumously  anathematised  by  the  Church  of  Rome.  1°°s 
The  supporters  of  the  Three  Chapters  should  be  ashamed,  says  Justinian  to  defend 
Theodore  who  refused  the  double  consubstantiality  of  Christ.  10°6  Theodore's  refusal  to 
accept  this  truth  clearly  makes  him  a  heretic. 
Therefore  it  is  not  right  to  say  that  Theodore  died  in  communion  with  the  Church. 
Only  those  who  keep  the  right  faith  until  their  death  die  in  communion  with  the  Church, 
says  Justinian.  Theodore,  because  he  died  without  changing  his  mind,  was  expelled 
from  every  Church.  '°°7 
Justinian's  stance  towards  Theodore  sounds  very  uncharitable  indeed.  He  says  that 
the  fathers  ranked  Theodore  among  the  Greeks  (pagans),  the  Jews  and  the  Sodomites. 
One,  however,  has  to  bear  in  mind  how  important  for  the  Byzantines  the  purity  of 
doctrine  was,  and  how  seriously  a  Byzantine  ruler  took  its  role  in  protecting  this  purity. 
9"  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  122,18-22. 
98  An  important  Gnostic  theologian  of  the  2nd  century,  leader  of  the  Valentinians.  fie  lived  in  Rome  for 
some  time  and  attempted  to  become  its  bishop. 
99  A  Gnostic  theologian  who  taught  in  Alexandria  in  the  early  second  century. 
10°°  A  heretic  of  the  2nd  century.  He  was  excommunicated  in  144. 
10°'  A  Gnostic  theologian  of  the  end  of  the  first  century. 
10°2  He  was  bishop  of  Naissus.  He  denied  the  perpetual  virginity  of  the  Virgin  Mary.  His  teaching  was 
condemned  at  the  council  of  Capua  in  391. 
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10°4  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  124,22-26. 
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More  specifically,  to  understand  why  Justinian  attacked  Theodore  and  the  Three 
Chapters  in  general,  one  has  to  appreciate  that  Theodore's  teaching  was  abolishing  the 
soteriological  basis  of  his  thought.  For  the  Emperor,  as  we  have  seen,  Christ  could  only 
save  us  if  he  was  God.  This  is  why  Theodore's  distinction  between  the  `assuming'  God- 
Logos  and  the  `assumed'  Jesus  amounts  to  a  denial  of  our  salvation.  If  Christ  is  not  God 
the  Logos  himself  in  the  flesh,  but  a  mere  man  who  himself  was  in  need  of  salvation  by 
the  indwelling  Logos,  as  Theodore  teaches,  then  how  could  he  save  us?  '°°8  If  the  one 
who  was  born  of  the  Virgin  was  not  `truly'  and  in  a  `proper  sense'  the  Son  of  God,  how 
could  he  grant  us  the  adoption?  10°9  Also  in  eucharistic  terms:  whose  body  and  blood, 
asks  Justinian,  do  those  who  believe  like  Theodore  think  that  they  receive,  that  of  the 
`one  who  receives  the  benefit'  or  of  `the  benefactor'?  If  the  former  is  the  case  then  their 
hope  is  in  vain,  for  they  worship  a  man  (dvOpw;  ro2arpsia).  '°'° 
It  is  then  understandable  why  for  Justinian  it  is  not  enough  to  anathematise 
Nestorius  alone;  one  should  anathematise  Theodore  too,  because  he  was  the  teacher  of 
Nestorius  and  because  his  heretical  writings  have  deceived  many.  101 
Justinian's  view  of  the  Three  Chapters  is  summed  up  in  the  following  anathemas: 
If  anyone  defends  Theodore  who  said  that  the  God-Logos  is  one  person  and 
Christ  is  another,  and  that  Christ  was  disturbed  by  the  passions  of  the  soul  and 
the  desires  of  the  flesh,  and  that  he  became  better  by  the  progress  of  his  deeds 
and  was  baptised  in  the  name  of  the  Father  and  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  that  through  the  baptism  received  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and 
became  worthy  of  the  adoption,  and  that  He  is  worshipped  equally  with  the 
God-Logos  in  the  way  we  honour  the  image  of  a  king,  and  that  after  the 
Resurrection  He  became  immutable  with  regard  to  his  thoughts  and 
completely  sinless.  And  again  he  said  that  the  union  of  the  God-Logos  to 
Christ  was  effected  in  the  same  way  as  the  Apostle  said  of  man  and  woman 
`They  two  shall  be  one  flesh'  [Eph.  5.31].  And,  among  his  other  numerous 
blasphemies,  [the  same  Theodore]  has  dared  to  say  that  after  the  Resurrection 
when  the  Lord  breathed  upon  his  disciples  and  said  `Receive  the  Holy  Spirit' 
[John,  20.22],  he  did  not  give  them  the  Spirit  but  He  did  that  only  as  a  sign.  He 
also  said  that  the  confession  of  Thomas  `my  Lord  and  my  God'  [John,  20.28], 
which  the  latter  said  after  the  resurrection,  when  he  touched  the  hands  and  the 
side  of  the  Lord,  was  not  said  in  reference  to  Christ  (for  he  [Theodore]  does 
not  call  Christ  God),  but  that  Thomas,  surprised  at  the  extraordinary  event  of 
the  Resurrection,  praised  God  who  had  raised  Christ  from  the  dead.  And  what 
is  worse,  in  his  supposed  interpretation  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  comparing 
Christ  to  Plato,  Manichaeus,  Epicurus  and  Marcion,  says  that  as  each  of  these 
men  having  discovered  their  own  doctrine,  gave  his  name  to  his  disciples,  who 
10°8  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  90,31-36. 
10°9  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  98,13-20. 
CTC,  Schwartz,  pp.  90,36-92,10.  Cf.  Ludwig,  `Neo-Chalcedonism',  p.  134. 
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were  called  accordingly  Platonists,  Manicheans,  Epicureans  and  Marcionites, 
in  the  same  way,  Christ  having  discovered  his  own  doctrine,  his  disciples  are 
called  Christians  after  him.  If,  then,  anyone  defends  Theodore  who  has  said 
such  blasphemes,  and  does  not  anathematise  him  and  his  writings  and  all  those 
who  believed  or  believe  like  him,  let  him  be  anathema.  10'2 
If  anyone  defends  the  writings  of  Theodoret  which  he  wrote  in  support  of 
Nestorius  and  against  the  true  faith,  the  first  holy  Council  of  Ephesus  and  St. 
Cyril  and  his  Twelve  Chapters,  in  which  impious  writings  the  same  Theodoret 
says  that  the  God-Logos  was  united  to  a  certain  man  in  a  relative  manner,  and 
blasphemes  that  Thomas  touched  the  resurrected  one  [Christ]  and  worshipped 
the  one  who  resurrected  him  [the  God-Logos],  on  account  of  which  he  calls  the 
teachers  of  the  Church  who  confess  the  hypostatic  union  of  the  God-Logos 
with  the  flesh  impious,  and  in  addition  to  this  he  refuses  to  call  the  holy, 
glorious  and  ever-Virgin  Mary  Theotokos;  therefore,  if  anyone  defends  the 
aforementioned  writings  of  Theodoret  and  does  not  anathematise  them,  let  him 
be  anathema.  Because  it  was  on  account  of  these  blasphemies  he  was 
excommunicated  and  afterwards,  in  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  he  was 
compelled  to  do  the  opposite  of  what  his  writings  taught  and  to  confess  the 
true  faith.  '0'3 
If  anyone  defends  the  Letter  which  Ibas  is  said  to  have  written  to  Maris  the 
Persian,  the  heretic,  which  denies  that  the  God-Logos  was  made  man  and  says 
that  the  God-Logos  was  not  incarnate  of  the  holy  Theotokos  and  ever-Virgin 
Mary,  but  that  she  gave  birth  to  a  mere  man,  whom  it  calls  temple,  as  if  the 
God-Logos  was  one  person  and  the  man  another;  in  addition  to  this,  it 
calumniates  the  first  Council  of  Ephesus  that  it  condemned  Nestorius  without 
investigation  and  trial,  and  it  calls  St.  Cyril  a  heretic  and  his  Twelve  Chapters 
impious,  whereas  it  praises  and  defends  Nestorius  and  Theodore  and  their 
impious  writings.  Therefore,  if  anyone,  given  what  has  been  said,  defends  the 
above  mentioned  impious  letter  or says  that  it  is  right  in  its  entirety  or  in  part, 
and  does  not  anathematise  it,  let  him  be  anathema.  ""a 
Conclusion 
Justinian's  contribution  to  the  christological  debate  was  a  positive  one.  His  thought  is 
clear  and  if  one  thing  was  needed  in  the  sixth  century  theology,  that  was  clarity. 
Drawing  on  the  work  of  contemporary  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians,  especially  Leontius  of 
Jerusalem,  he  clarifies  the  Chalcedonian  Definition  in  the  light  of  the  challenges  of  his 
time. 
In  particular  Justinian  stresses  that  the  one  person  and  hypostasis  in  Christ 
proclaimed  at  Chalcedon  ought  to  be  identified  with  that  of  the  pre-existent  Logos.  This 
is  the  core  of  his  christology.  Whereas  in  Christ  Theodore  and  Nestorius  saw  the 
`prosopon  of  the  union'  of  the  Logos  with  the  hypostatised  `form  of  a  servant',  Justinian 
1012  CF,  Schwartz,  pp.  150,26-152,13. 
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recognised  the  Logos  himself  in  the  flesh.  The  divine  and  human  actions  of  the  Lord  are 
not  predicated  ý  of  the  respective  physes  independently  but  of  the  one  and  the  same 
person,  the  God-Logos,  who  acted  here  as  God  and  there  as  man;  being  truly  both. 
In  Justinian's  thought  `hypostatic  union'  or  `union  according  to  synthesis'  comes 
to  prominence.  The  idea  of  the  `synthetic  Christ',  who  is  the  Logos  in  his  new  state  of 
being,  is  Justinian's  solution  to  the  `christological  question'.  Of  course,  for  Justinian 
such  a  question  existed  only  in  the  minds  of  those  outside  the  patristic  tradition.  For 
those  adhering  to  it,  Christ  has  always  been  the  Logos  himself  made  man.  This  is 
exactly  what  Chalcedon  meant  when  it  spoke  of  one  prosopon  and  one  hypostasis. 
Also  Justinian  offers  a  great  service  to  the  post-Chalcedonian  christology  by 
clarifying  the  terms  hypostasis  and  physis.  The  former  is  identified  with  person  whereas 
the  latter  with  ousia.  As  we  have  seen,  the  great  misunderstanding  between 
Chalcedonians  and  Monophysites  lay  in  different  understandings  of  physis.  Justinian's 
unequivocal  identification  of  hypostasis  and  prosopon  on  the  one  hand,  and  physis  and 
ousia  on  the  other,  ought  to  have  facilitated  the  rapprochement  of  the  two  parties.  This 
however  has  never  happened  owing  to  -  among  other  reasons  -the  theological  rigidity 
of  the  non-Chalcedonian  Churches. 
Justinian's  christology  is  clear  but  not  simplistic.  It  has  a  deep  ontological  and 
soteriological  dimension.  -  His  interest  is  not  just  to  protect  God's  immutability  but  also 
to  do  justice  to  the  Christian  belief  in  a  God  who  is  compassionate  to  the  point  of 
appropriating  human  suffering.  Salvation  is  not  seen  as  a  reward  for  moral  achievements 
but  as  a  result  of  real  communion  between  God  and  men:  God  participates  in  our  life 
and  sanctifies  it  and  we  participate  in  his  and  become  his  sons  by  grace. 
Grillmeier  has  argued  that  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  had  no 
historical  basis.  10'5  He  says  that  the  lack  of  a  `profound  understanding  of  the  unity  in 
Christ'  of  the  Antiochene  christology  is  explained  by  the  historical  context  the  latter  was 
developed  in.  In  particular  it  was  the  need  to  fight  Apollinarius  which  gave  rise  to  an 
emphasis  on  the  completeness  of  Christ's  humanity.  Hence  their  cautiousness  towards 
expressions  such  as  `one  physis  of  the  Logos  incarnate'  or  `union  according  to 
hypostasis  and  physis'  advocated  by  Cyril  and  his  followers.  Therefore,  according  to 
this  historian,  it  is  not  fair  to  judge  a  christology  conditioned  by  certain  historical  factors 
by  the  standards  of  a  later  more  developed  system  of  thought. 
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What  comes  to  the  surface  again  is  the  major  issue  of  whether  and  to  what  extent 
theology  is  conditioned.  We  cannot  aspire  to  deal  with  this  major  question  in  this  study. 
What  we  can  say  however  is  that  the  same  argument  for  `conditioning'  could  be  applied 
to  other  heretics,  universally  condemned.  One  could  argue  that  Apollinarius  himself,  for 
example,  developed  his  emphasis  on  the  divine  element  in  Christ  out  of  his  polemic 
against  not  only  the  rejection  of  the  Logos'  divinity  by  the  Arians  but  also  against  the 
dualism  of  the  Antiochenes.  10'6  Most  importantly,  the  battle  against  the  Apollinarian 
heresy  was  undertaken  not  only  by  Diodore  of  Tarsus  and  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  but 
also  by  the  Cappadocians  without  this  undermining  their  basic  principle  of  the 
identification  of  the  one  and  only  subject  in  Christ  with  the  Logos.  Further,  the  radical 
Antiochenes  -  especially  Theodoret  and  the  author  of  the  Letter  to  Maris  who  attacked 
Cyril's  `theopaschism'  -  had  every  chance  to  realise  that  Cyril's  doctrine  was  far  from 
Apollinarian  as  it  is  shown  not  only  in  the  writings  of  his  `maturityi1"'  as  are  his  letters 
to  Succensus  and  Acacius  and,  of  course,  his  Laetentur  Coeli,  but  also  in  his  earlier 
writings.  ""  Yet  they  still  insisted  on  their  radical  dyophysitism  as  is  shown  particularly 
by  the  attitude  of  Theodoret  at  Chalcedon. 
In  our  view  Theodore's  doctrine  and  to  a  lesser  degree  that  of  Theodoret  was 
fundamentally  wrong,  as  it  failed  to  do  justice  to  the  fundamental  doctrine  of  Christ  as 
the  Son  of  God.  It  was  then  properly  condemned  by  Justinian.  In  fact,  all  heresies  were 
examined  on  the  basis  of  the  distortion  they  caused  to  the  authentic  faith  without  the  - 
legitimate  -  question  of  how  much  they  were  the  product  of  the  circumstances  ever 
being  taken  into  consideration.  This  is  because  the  fathers  at  the  councils  were 
concerned  not  about  the  intent  of  a  controversial  theology  but  about  the  actual  effect  that 
its  formulation  might  have  on  the  purity  of  faith  and  therefore  the  faithful's  prospect  for 
salvation. 
Justinian  emerges  from  his  writings  as  an  able  theologian  who  not  only  had  a  sure 
grasp  of  the  issues  at  stake  but  also  the  ability  to  discern  what  is  essential  for  the  faith 
and  was  is  relative.  The  last  paragraph  of  the  CF  is  remarkable  in  this  respect. 
Concluding  this  last  of  his  major  theological  treatises,  Justinian  makes  an  appeal  to  the 
Monophysites  (although  he  does  not  mention  them  by  name)  for  union.  He  says  that 
1016  Kelly,  pp.  290-291.1 
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from  Abba  Salama  6  (1974),  203-232). 213 
after  his  stating  of  his  doctrine  with  such  clarity  showing  that  the  Chalcedonians  share 
nothing  with  the  Three  Chapters,  the  Monophysites  have  no  excuse  to  remain  separated 
from  the  Church: 
If  anyone,  after  such  a  right  confession  [of  faith]  and  condemnation  of  the 
heretics,  which  preserves  the  essence  of  the  orthodox  doctrine  (ri7q  EöocßoüS 
hvvotas  owCou  vqs),  separates  himself  from  the  holy  Church  of  God 
fighting  about  `terms'  (o'vöpara),  `syllables'  (cLAAafat),  or  `words' 
(2E  sts),  as  if  our  orthodoxy  lies  only  in  terms  or  words  and  not  in  `real 
things'  (hv  zpdyuaat),  he,  as  one  who  rejoices  in  schisms,  will  have  to 
defend  himself  and  those  whom  he  deceived  or  will  deceive  in  front  of  the 
great  God  and  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  in  the  Last  Judgement.  'o'9 
Just  like  Leontius  of  Jerusalem,  Justinian  calls  upon  the  Monophysites  to  look  at 
the  essentials  of  the  faith  and  not  cling  to  terms  which  are  only  relative.  In  Justinian's 
mind  as  well  as  in  the  mind  of  the  great  fathers  of  the  Church  and  those  of  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  Council,  every  definition  serves  a  particular  purpose  (to  fight  a  particular 
heresy)  but  cannot  express  the  ultimate  truth  of  the  faith  in  its  fullness. 
1019  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  168,34-38. 214 
CHAPTER  III 
THE  FIFTH  ECUMENICAL  COUNCIL 
3.1  THE  THREE  CHAPTERS  CONTROVERSY 
Before  examining  the  proceedings  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  and  its  doctrinal 
definition,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  a  brief  account  of  the  controversy  that  surrounded 
it. 
As  mentioned,  in  544  Justinian  issued  an  edict  against  the  Three  Chapters.  The 
edict  was  received  in  the  East  with  reservation  owing  to  the  fear  that  a  condemnation  of 
the  Three  Chapters,  although  theologically  sound,  might  be  understood  as  undermining 
the  authority  of  the  council  of  Chalcedon.  Nonetheless,  once  the  Patriarch  of 
Constantinople,  Menas  (536-552)  and  the  other  eastern  bishops  who  were  residing  in  the 
capital  were  convinced  that  such  a  condemnation  was  by  no  means  to  undermine  the 
authority  of  Chalcedon,  they  subscribed.  The  signatures  of  Zoilus  of  Alexandria  and 
Peter  of  Jerusalem  proved  to  be  more  difficult  to  obtain.  Justinian  had  to  call  them  to 
Constantinople  and  persuade  them  to  subscribe  by  means  unknown  to  us.  'ozo 
The  attitude  of  the  western  Church  was  completely  different.  The  papal  legate  in 
Constantinople,  Stephen,  broke  communion  with  Menas,  whereas  two  other  Western 
bishops  who  happened  to  be  in  the  capital,  Datius  of  Milan  and  Facundus  of  Hermiana, 
also  strongly  opposed  the  imperial  initiative.  Their  example  was  followed  by  the 
majority  of  the  Latin  bishops  and  in  particular  those  from  the  North  Africa.  As  the 
African  deacon,  Fulgentius  Ferrandus,  points  out  the  Western  bishops  were  worried  that 
a  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  would  imply  a  dispute  of  the  decisions  of 
Chalcedon,  since  the  great  council  had  restored  them.  1021  Also  the  condemnation  of 
persons  who  had  been  long  dead  could  be  a  bad  precedent  for  the  future.  1022 
Nonetheless,  this  explanation  of  the  Western  position  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
the  sole  motive  for  the  Latin  reaction  against  Justinian's  initiative.  By  studying  the 
works  of  the  spokesmen  of  Justinian's  opposition  on  this  issue,  such  as  Facundus'  Pro 
Defensione  and  Liberatus'  Breviarum,  one  can  discern  a  sympathy  for  the  Three 
Chapters  not  merely  regarding  their  persons,  but  also  their  theology.  These  Latin 
theologians  seem  to  consider  the  strict  Antiochene  ideas  of  the  Three  Chapters  as  more 
akin  to  the  Leonine-Chalcedonian  doctrine  and  thus  could  hardly  welcome  a  revival  of 
10x0  Facundus  (Pro  Defensione,  PL  67,626AB)  and  Liberatus  (Breviarum,  ACO  Iv,  5,  p.  141)  speak  of 
coercion;  Schwartz,  Kyrillos,  p.  193. 
1021  Fulgentius  Ferrandus,  Epistoler  ad  Pelagium  et  Anatolium  diaconos  urbis  Romae,  PL  67,922B. 
1022  Ibid.,  PL  67,927D. 215 
Cyril's  dominance  now  attempted  by  Justinian  and  his  advisors.  Facundus  not  only 
disagrees  with  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  on  the  grounds  of  it  being 
contrary  to  ecclesiastical  practice  (the  dead  should  not  be  anathematised  and  the 
decisions  of  an  ecumenical  council  cannot  be  changed)  but  he  also  considers  the  letter  of 
Ibas  orthodox,  since  it  was  ratified  at  Chalcedon,  1023  and  defends  the  orthodoxy  of 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  1°24 
Pope  Vigilius  (537-555),  of  whom  we  spoke  in  the  Introduction,  asked  the 
emperor  to  withdraw  the  edict  for  the  sake  of  peace.  '°25  The  emperor  refused  to  accept 
this  insisting  on  the  soundness  of  his  initiative.  1026  Thus,  conflict  became  inevitable.  As 
Harnack  remarks,  the  weakest  ever  Pope  was  to  confront  the  most  powerful-ever 
emperor.  1027 
During  the  controversy  Vigilius  vacillated  doing  harm  to  the  authority  of  the 
Roman  See.  At  Justinian's  demand,  he  left  Rome  for  the  capital  to  discuss  the  issue.  1028 
His  suffragans  did  not  allow  him  much  room  for  flexible  negotiations  though.  Before 
his  departure  from  Rome,  his  own  clergy  made  it  clear  that  they  would  not  be  happy  if  a 
condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  was  agreed  in  the  capital.  The  same  mood  was 
prevalent  among  the  bishops  of  Africa  and  Sardinia  who  urged  Vigilius  not  to  succumb 
to  the  imperial  demand.  1029  Upon  his  arrival  to  Constantinople  and  despite  the 
magnificent  reception  that  he  was  given,  Vigilius  proceeded  to  the  daring  move  of 
excommunicating  Menas,  1030  initiating  the  first  temporary  schism  between  the  Western 
and  Eastern  Churches  during  the  Three  Chapters  controversy.  103'  The  schism  did  not  last 
long,  as  Vigilius  soon  changed  his  mind  and  accepted  the  condemnation  of  the  Three 
Chapters.  1032.  At  the  same  time  he  resumed  communion  with  Menas.  1033  The  emperor  in 
102'  Facundus  maintains  that  Chalcedon  declared  the  Letter  catholic  (catholicam  judicavit)  (Pro 
Defensione,  PL  67,527B)  and  orthodox  (pronuntiavit  orthodoxam)  (Ibid.,  PL  67,561C). 
1024  Ibid.,  PL  67,527B;  737ff. 
1025  Ibid.,  PL  67,623B. 
'°26  Facundus,  Libera  contra  Mocianum  Scholasticum,  PL  67,862A. 
1027  History  of  Dogma,  IV,  p.  248. 
1028  It  is  usually  maintained  that  Vigilius  was  abducted  by  imperial  troops.  This  impression  is  given 
among  other  sources  by  Facundus'  phrase:  adductus  est  Romanus  episcopus  (Pro  Defensione,  PL  67, 
527B).  Chrysos  challenged  this  view.  According  to  him,  Vigilius  left  Rome  in  agreement  with  the 
emperor,  to  save  himself  and  his  throne  from  the  imminent  fall  of  the  Italian  capital  to  the  Goths  (17 
October  546).  Accordingly,  Vigilius'  journey  to  Constantinople  should  not  be  associated  with  the  Three 
Chapters  issue  (Ecclesiastical,  pp.  44-57). 
1029  Facundus,  Pro  defensione,  IV,  3,5.  See  Grillmeier,  Christ,  II,  2,  p.  426. 
X030  Theophanes,  Chronographia,  ed.  by  Carolus  de  Boor,  2  vols  (Lipsiae:  1883-1884),  1,  p.  225,13-17. 
103  Theophanes  tells  us  that  Menas  reciprocated  (Chronographia,  p.  225,18). 
1032  As  Justinian  revealed  later  on  in  his  letter  to  the  fifth  council,  Vigilius  assented  to  the  condemnation 
of  the  Three  Chapters  but  he  asked  the  emperor  to  keep  this  secret  in  order  that  the  reaction  of  Latin 216 
turn  accepted  that  a  small  council  should  be  summoned  which  would  consist  of  the 
bishops  who  were  temporarily  residing  in  the  capital  and  had  not  subscribed  to  the  edict. 
The  emperor's  aim  was  achieved;  the  bishops,  mostly  coming  from  the  eastern 
provinces,  agreed  -  according  to  Facundus,  coercion  was  used'°3a-  with  the  exception 
of  the  strong  opponent  of  the  imperial  policy  Facundus.  At  this  point  Facundus 
composed  a  draft  (Responsio)  of  his  later  treatise  Pro  Defensione  Trium 
Capitulorum.  'oss 
Despite  the  reaction  of  his  bishops,  Vigilius  proceeded  to  write  a  declaration, 
known  as  Iudicatumlo36  (12  April  548).  This  condemned  the  Three  Chapters,  explaining, 
however,  that  this  did  not  aim  at  disavowing  Chalcedon.  The  Iudicatum  caused  a  storm 
in  the  West  which  culminated  with  the  decision  of  the  African  bishops  to  break 
communion  with  the  Pope  (550).  1037  Under  the  pressure  of  the  events,  Vigilius  withdrew 
the  Judicatum  and,  in  accordance  with  the  emperor,  decided  to  convoke  a  general 
council  which  would  aim  at  winning  over  the  dissidents.  Until  such  a  council  was 
summoned,  however,  it  was  agreed  that  nothing  should  be  said  or  done  by  either  side 
concerning  the  Three  Chapters.  To  make  sure  that  Vigilius  would  not  change  his  mind 
again,  Justinian  made  him  promise  in  writing  that  he  would  not  stop  working  toward  the 
condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  (15  August  550).  'o38 
In  implementing  the  plan  for  the  general  council,  Justinian  invited  the  bishops  of 
Africa  and  Illyricum  to  come  to  the  capital,  but  only  four  African  deputies  accepted  the 
invitation.  Their  initial  refusal  to  sign  is  reported  to  have  been  overcome  by  means 
familiar  to  the  imperial  court.  Reparatus,  the  bishop  of  Carthage,  was  accused  of  treason 
during  the  war  against  the  Vandals  and  was  sent  to  exile.  In  his  stead  there  was 
appointed  the  deacon  Primosus,  after  he  had  given  promises  that  he  would  not  oppose 
the  imperial  policy.  ""  Firmus,  the  bishop  of  Numidia  is  said  to  have  been  bribed  to  join 
the  imperial  party,  ""  whereas  Primasius,  the  bishop  of  Adroumetium  of  the  province  of 
bishops  be  avoided.  Vigilius,  said  the  emperor,  expressed  his  consent  in  letters  to  him  and  Theodora. 
ACO,  IV,  1,  p.  184,7-9. 
103  According  to  Theophanes,  Vigilius  was  persuaded  by  Theodora  to  reconcile  with  Menas 
(Chronographia,  p.  225,25). 
1034  Facundus,  C.  Mocianum,  PL  67,860D. 
1035  Hefele,  Iv,  pp.  247-248. 
1036  The  text  of  the  `Judicatum'  has  not  survived  in  its  entirety.  Fragments  of  it  are  preserved  in  the  Acts 
of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council.  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  11-12. 
109  Facundus,  C.  Mocianum,  PL  67,863  C. 
1038  This  secret  agreement  was  read  out  at  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council.  ACO,  IV,  1,  pp.  198,30-199,20. 
1039  Hefele,  Iv,  p.  268. 
1040  Ibid.,  pp.  268-269. 217 
Byzacena,  at  first  persistent  on  his  refusal,  later  on  exchanged  his  consent  for  the 
position  of  the  primate  of  Byzacena.  104'  Finally,  the  last  of  the  deputies,  Verecundus  of 
lounnum,  also  of  the  province  of  Byzacena,  being  the  only  one  to  remain  steadfast  to  the 
African  policy,  was  along  with  Pope  Vigilius  maltreated  by  the  imperial  authorities,  and 
forced  to  take  refuge  in  the  Church  of  St.  Euphemia  in  Chalcedon  where  he  died.  'oaz 
At  the  same  time,  Justinian  took  care  to  firm  up  his  arguments  against  the  Three 
Chapters.  As  we  already  '  saw,  one  of  the  main  reasons  the  followers  of  the  Three 
Chapters  opposed  his  anathema  against  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  in  particular  (as  we 
have  seen  Theodore  was  the  only  one  of  the  Three  Chapters  who  was  personally 
anathematised  by  Justinian)  was  that  the  ecclesiastical  canons  disallowed  the 
condemnation  of  persons  who  had  died  in  ecclesiastical  communion.  To  overcome  this 
argument,  Justinian  summoned  a  local  council  in  Cilicia  II  of  Mopsuestia  (May  550) 
with  the  task  to  investigate  whether  Theodore's  name  was  on  the  diptychs  of  that 
Church.  10a3  The  result  of  the  investigation  was  that  Theodore's  name  had  been  struck  out 
from  the  diptychs  more  than  eighty  years  ago  and  had  been  replaced  with  that  of  Cyril 
of  Alexandria.  1114  By  the  same  token  Justinian  showed  that  Theodore  had  long  been 
considered  a  heretic  in  his  own  see,  and  also  that  there  is  a  precedent  of  a  posthumous 
condemnation. 
This  result  strengthened  Justinian's  position.  He  now  tried  anew  to  refute  the 
arguments  of  the  supporters  of  the  Three  Chapters  and,  in  particular,  those  of  Facundus. 
The  whole  of  Christendom  was  again  addressed  with  a  new  imperial  edict  (551)'045  by 
which  -  Justinian  repeated  the  Cyrillian  christological  view  and  the  need  for  a 
condemnation  of  the  Nestorianizing  Three  Chapters. 
This  new  initiative  on  the  part  of  the  emperor  renewed  the  tension  between  the 
parties  as  it  broke  the  agreement  of  no  further  action  until  the  council  was  summoned. 
Theodore  Ascidas  and  his  colleagues  helped  the  already  delicate  situation  get  out  of 
control  by  striking  from  the  diptychs  the  name  of  Zoilus  of  Alexandria  and  replacing  it 
with  that  of  his  successor  Apollinarius  who  was  more  willing  to  comply  with  the 
1041  Ibid.,  p.  269.  Chrysos  rejects  the  correctness  of  this  report  arguing  that  while  Primasius  allegedly 
changed  his  mind  in  552,  in  fact,  he  remained  faithful  to  his  refusal  until  the  14  May,  553  when  Vigilius 
issued  his  Constitutum  (of  this  we  speak  below).  Ecclesiastical,  p.  72. 
1042  Hefele,  loc.  cit.  According  to  Chrysos,  Verecundus  was  eventually  persuaded  by  Vigilius  to  join  him 
as  long  as  the  Judicatum  was  withdrawn.  Ecclesiastical,  p.  72.,  n.  4. 
1043  For  the  minutes  of  that  council  see  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  117,5-130,4;  Mansi  Ix,  274-289. 
1044  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  122,21-29.  Of  course,  Cyril  was  never  a  bishop  of  Mopsuestia,  so  this  inclusion  of  his 
name  in  the  diptychs  must  have  been  meant  to  show  the  complete  rejection  of  Theodore  by  his  own  see. 
1045  See  Part  Two,  Chapter  II. 218 
imperial  policy.  Subsequently,  the  Pope  immediately  excommunicated  Ascidas  (July 
55  1).  104'  After  this  escalation  of  the  conflict  between  the  two  parties,  Vigilius  fearing  for 
his  safety  proceeded  to  a  move  with  obvious  symbolism.  He  fled  his  official  residence 
in  the  Palace  of  Placidia  and  sought  refuge  in  the  basilica  of  St.  Peter  inside  the  Palace 
of  Hormisda.  1047  There  dramatic  scenes  took  place  when  imperial  soldiers  tried  to 
remove  Vigilius  by  force.  The  Pope  resisting  grasped  the  pillars  of  the  Holy  Altar  and, 
big  and  strong  a  man  as  he  was,  demolished  them  endangering  his  own  life.  It  was  only 
after  the  people  who  in  the  meantime  had  gathered  inside  the  Church  and  appalled  by 
this  sight,  shouted  in  anger  against  the  soldiers  that  the  latter  abandoned  their 
operation.  '°48  Vigilius  returned  to  his  palace  only  to  abandon  it  again  a  little  later.  The 
new  refuge  was  again  a  symbolic  one:  the  Church  of  St.  Euphemia  in  Chalcedon.  From 
that  Church  the  Pope  declared  the  excommunication  of  Ascidas  and  the  Patriarch  Menas 
(January  552),  an  act  which  amounted  to  the  beginning  of  a  new  schism  between  the 
Greek  and  Latin  Churches,  the  second  during  the  Three  Chapters  Controversy. 
The  schism  was  healed  only  when  Menas,  Theodore  Ascidas  and  a  great  number 
of  Eastern  bishops  submitted  to  the  Pope  a  confession  of  faith  in  which  they  declared 
their  adherence  to  the  decisions  of  the  four  ecumenical  councils,  agreed  to  withdraw 
what  had  been  written  with  regard  to  the  Three  Chapters  and,  finally,  asked  Vigilius  to 
forgive  them  for  what  had  happened  to  him  even  though  they  denied  that  they  were 
responsible  for  that.  '°49 
After  the  two  parties  were  reconciled,  it  was  to  time  for  them  to  decide  how  there 
were  going  to  solve  the  problem  of  Three  Chapters.  In  a  letter  to  Vigilius,  the  new 
Patriarch  of  Constantinople  Eutychius  (552-565,577-582),  took  the  initiative  of  asking 
for  the  convocation  of  a  general  council  which  would  be  presided  over  by  the  Pope.  'oso 
Vigilius  responded  joyfully.  In  his  letter  to  Eutychius,  he  expressed  his  approval  of  the 
Patriarch's  faith  and  his  consent  for  the  proposed  council.  '°"  However,  he  set  out  one 
condition  which  would  prove  to  be  decisive  for  the  course  of  the  events:  not  only  would 
he  preside  but  also  the  members  representing  the  Roman  Church  (i.  e.  he  and  his 
suffragans)  would  be  as  many  as  the  rest  of  the  participants  (i.  e.  the  other  three 
1046  Vigilius,  Damratio  Theodori  episcopi  Caesareae  Cappadociae,  Mansi  IX,  58-61. 
1047  Vigilius,  Encyclica  ad  universam  ecclesiam,  Mansi  IX,  51. 
'"fe  Ibid.,  Mansi  Ix,  52. 
1049  Mansi  Ix,  62ff;  Hefele,  IV,  pp.  285-286. 
soso  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  235-236;  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  15-16;  Mansi  Ix,  185A-188C. 
ýosý  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  16-18. 219 
Patriarchs  and  their  suffragans).  ""  That  was  against  the  Eastern  conception  of  the 
equality  of  the  five  senior  Patriarchates  (Rome,  Constantinople,  Alexandria,  Antioch 
and  Jerusalem),  1053  and  naturally  Justinian  insisted  that  each  Patriarch  be  accompanied 
by  equal  number  of  bishops  (3-5).  1054  As  the  two  sides  remained  adamant  to  their 
proposals,  the  Pope  decided  not  to  take  part  in  the  council. 
Fresh  attempts  to  persuade  Vigilius  to  change  his  mind,  even  after  the  council  had 
started  its  business,  were  also  unsuccessful.  In  particular,  Vigilius  was  officially  visited 
and  invited  to  partake  in  the  council  twice  by  delegations  consisting  of  the  three  Eastern 
Patriarchs  participating  in  the  council  and  a  number  of  bishops  (5`'  and  6"  of  May)  and 
state  officials  (ls`  and  7t'  of  May).  The  account  of  the  bishops  is  interesting.  According 
to  them  the  Pope  refused  to  participate  in  a  council  where  Eastern  bishops  would  be  the 
majority.  ""  To  that  the  delegates  replied  that  it  is  not  right  on  the  part  of  the  Pope  to 
divide  the  one  Church  into  `Eastern'  and  `Western'.  Besides,  in  all  the  previous  councils 
the  papal  throne  was  represented  by  few  legates.  '°56  The  Pope  insisted  on  his  proposal 
for  equal  representation,  in  the  sense,  that  from  the  Latin  side  it  would  be  him  and  three 
of  his  bishops,  whereas  from  the  Eastern  side  the  three  Patriarchs  and  one  bishop.  The 
commission  replied  that  apart  from  the  fact  that  in  Constantinople  there  were  many 
bishops  who  would  support  the  papal  cause,  it  would  be  unfair  to  the  three  Eastern 
Patriarchs  to  be  accompanied  by  only  one  bishop  whereas  the  Pope  alone  by  three. 
Besides,  it  would  be  improper  to  exclude  so  many  bishops  who  are  in  the  capital  from  a 
conference  which  wishes  to  have  the  authority  of  a  general  council.  Moreover,  they 
added,  it  is  not  becoming  for  the  Pope  to  refuse  to  co-operate  when  he  himself  had 
condemned  the  Three  Chapters  both  in  writing  and  orally.  Vigilius,  again,  was  not 
convinced;  yet,  he  committed  himself  to  give  his  view  on  the  whole  issue  in  writing  in 
1052  The  Pope  uses  the  expression  `servata  aequitate'  (ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  18)  which  in  the  Greek  version  of 
his  letter  was  translated  rather  vaguely  as  `preserving  the  justice'  (roe  Sucaiov  {oviarropsvov)  (ACO, 
Iv,  1,  p.  238,24).  Chrysos  maintains  that  the  Pope  was  specifically  asking  for  equal  representation  of  the 
East  and  West  in  the  council  (Ecclesiastical,  p.  93).  This  suggestion  is  challenged  by  Kalamaras  who 
translates  `servata  aequitate'  as  `with  calmness'  or  `impartiality'.  Thus  he  justifies  Justinian's  accusation 
against  the  Pope  of  being  inconsistent  on  the  grounds  that  Vigilius  later  asked  for  equal  representation. 
(Fifth,  p.  182,  n.  55). 
"os3  Justinian  was  the  first  Christian  Roman  ruler  to  legislate  that  the  five  senior  Patriarchates  are  the 
supreme  ecclesiastical  authorities  responsible  for  the  protection  of  faith  (Preface  of  the  109"  Novella). 
See  Chrysos,  Ecclesiastical,  p.  98. 
1054  Mansi  Ix,  64,182. 
1055  ACO,  IV,  1,  p.  25. 
1056  Ibid.  Here  the  commissioners  deliberately  overlook  the  fact  the  situation  is  now  totally  different  than 
in  the  previous  councils  where  the  Catholic  Church  had  to  fight  unanimously  rejected  heresies. 220 
twenty  days  time.  He  added  that  should  he  fail  to  do  so  he  would  accept  whatever  the 
council  will  decide.  '°57 
Indeed,  Vigilius  explained  his  position  in  a  treatise  known  as  Constitutum  I.  1°  In 
it,  he  examines  most  of  the  excerpts  from  Theodore's  writings  examined  at  the  fifth 
council,  and  finds  them  heterodox  indeed.  However,  he  refuses  to  anathematise 
Theodore  in  name  since  none  of  the  fathers  has  done  so.  Similarly  he  does  not  want 
Theodoret  to  be  condemned  because  this  would  be  an  affront  to  the  council  of 
Chalcedon.  However,  he  is  willing  to  condemn  the  heretical  doctrines  attributed  to  him. 
As  regards  Ibas,  the  Pope  says  that  he  attacked  Cyril  because  he  had  misinterpreted  his 
Twelve  Chapters,  a  mistake  which  he  rectified  later.  Moreover,  since  Chalcedon 
rehabilitated  him,  his  memory  should  remain  unaffected.  The  Constitutum  was  ignored 
by  both  the  council  and  the  emperor. 
The  Pope's  absence  was  in  itself  a  canonical  problem  for  the  authority  and 
catholicity  of  the  council.  However,  the  eastern  bishops  considered  that  since  they  had 
formally  invited  the  Pope  several  times  and  he  refused  to  participate,  it  was  legitimate 
for  them  to  continue  the  proceedings  without  him.  In  fact,  in  a  second  letter  to  the 
council  (Act  VII),  1059  Justinian  asked  the  bishops  to  excommunicate  the  Pope  for  his 
refusal  to  condemn  the  Three  Chapters  (despite  his  initial  promise  that  he  would  do  that) 
and  participate  in  the  council.  He  made  it  clear,  however,  that  this  excommunication 
should  not  affect  the  respect  which  is  due  to  the  Church  of  Rome  and  the  unity  of  the 
Church.  The  council  agreed  with  this  proposal  and  removed  the  name  of  the  Pope  from 
the  diptychs.  It  is  interesting,  however,  that  the  council,  in  its  response  to  this 
intervention  of  the  ruler  in  purely  ecclesiastical  matters,  accepts  the  spirit  of  the  imperial 
letter  but  does  not  excommunicate  the  Pope  in  name.  Instead,  the  council  says  that  it 
will  do  anything  that  it  can  to  maintain  the  unity  of  the  eastern  Patriarchates  with 
Rome.  1060  However,  the  conciliar  anathema  against  those  who  defend  the  Letter  of  Ibas 
Anathema  XIV)  is  very  likely  to  have  been  directed  against  Vigilius  too. 
Eventually,  and  after  the  council  had  finished  its  business  the  Pope  changed  his 
mind  again.  He  wrote  to  Eutychius  that  Christ  made  him  realise  his  mistake  and  now  he 
subscribed  to  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters.  1161  We  cannot  be  certain  whether 
1057  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  26. 
loss  Constitutum  de  tribus  capitulis,  Mansi,  IX,  61-105. 
'°59  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  201-202. 
1060  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  202. 
106'  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  245-247. 221 
he  was  coerced  to  do  so  or  convinced  that  the  emperor  was  correct.  His  new  position 
was  made  public  through  a  new  discourse,  known  as  Constitutum  II  (24  February, 
553).  1062 
The  decisions  of  the  council,  and  Vigilius'  inconsistent  attitude  exacerbated  the 
situation  in  the  West.  Many  bishops  refused  to  accept  the  fifth  council.  Worse  even,  the 
bishops  of  Aquileia  and  Milan  broke  communion  with  Rome  despite  the  efforts  of 
Vigilius's  successor,  Pelagius  I,  to  convince  them  for  the  orthodoxy  of  the  fifth  council. 
While  opposition  in  other  areas  in  the  West  was  eventually  overcome,  the  schism  in 
Italy  would  not  be  healed  before  the  time  of  Gregory  the  Great  (d.  604). 
Concluding  this  brief  account  of  the  Three  Chapters  Controversy,  we  must  address 
the  claim  that  the  whole  affair  was  set  up  by  the  emperor  in  order  to  achieve  his  aims, 
theological  and  political.  '063  It  is  true  that  the  emperor,  willing  to  solve  the  problem  of 
the  acceptance  of  Chalcedon,  encouraged  the  ecclesiastical  figures  to  condemn  the 
Three  Chapters.  It  cannot  be  proven,  however,  that  he  intimidated  them,  and,  in 
particular,  that  he  was  personally  responsible  for  the  violent  incident  against  Pope 
Vigilius. 
It  is  also  true  that,  to  a  great  extent,  he  had  pre-empted  the  decisions  of  the 
council.  However,  it  usually  escapes  the  attention  of  Justinian's  critics  that:  a)  unlike  his 
predecessors,  Basiliscus  and  Zeno,  Justinian  did  not  attempt  to  regulate  the  faith  through 
imperial  edicts,  but  referred  the  issue  to  an  ecumenical  council.  b)  Unlike  his 
predecessors  Constantine  the  Great  at  Nicaea  (325)  and  Marcian  at  Chalcedon  (451), 
Justinian  did  not  take  part  in  the  council  that  he  convened.  In  fact,  he  did  not  even  allow 
his  representatives  to  participate.  When  they  had  to  convey  a  message  to  the  council, 
they  had  to  ask  for  permission  to  enter  and  when  they  had  finished  they  were  asked  to 
leave  before  the  council  resumed  its  business.  1064  c)  ý  The  influence  he  exerted  was 
certainly  not  greater  than  that  of  Marcian  and  his  representatives  at  Chalcedon  (as  we 
have  seen  Marcian  did  not  accept  the  initial  decision  of  the  vast  majority  of  the  bishops, 
and  warned  them,  that  unless,  Leonine  terminology  was  used  in  the  Definition  the 
council  would  move  to  the  West).  And  d)  Justinian  did  not  impose  his  doctrine  on  the 
1062  Constitutum  pro  damnation  trium  capitulorum,  Mansi,  ix,  455-488.  O.  de  Urbina  questions  the 
authenticity  of  Vigilius'  letter  to  Eutychius  and  the  Constitutum  II  ('Quali  sententia  Tria  Capitula  e  sede 
romana  damnata  sunt?  '  Orientalia  Christiana  Periodica  33  (1967)  184-209).  Chrysos  refutes  his 
arguments  (Ecclesiastical,  pp.  139-140). 
1063  See  Introduction. 
1064  Chrysos,  Ecclesiastical,  p.  103. 222 
Church.  As  Harnack  observes,  he  simply  satisfied  the  majority  in  the  Church  which  was 
in  favour  of  the  Cyrillian  interpretation  of  Chalcedon.  'o65 
Now  we  shall  turn  to  the  proceedings  of  the  council  emphasising  on  its  theological 
work. 
3.2  THE  PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  COUNCIL 
The  Fifth  Ecumenical  council  commenced  its  proceedings  in  the  Church  of  St.  Sophia, 
on  the  5'  of  May  553.  The  list  of  its  members  includes  the  names  of  152  bishops  of 
whom  16  belonged  to  the  Patriarchate  of  Rome  (9  from  Eastern  Illyricum  and  7  from 
Africa),  82  to  that  of  Constantinople,  10  to  that  of  Alexandria,  39  to  that  of  Antioch,  and 
5,  to  that  of  Jerusalem.  Present  were  the  Patriarchs  Eutychius  of  Constantinople, 
Apollinarius  of  Alexandria,  and  Domninus  of  Antioch,  whereas  Eustochius  of  Jerusalem 
was  represented  by  legates.  From  the  position  of  his  name  in  the  list  of  the  members  (1") 
it  can  be  assumed  that,  in  the  absence  of  Vigilius,  Eutychius  was  the  president  of  the 
council.  However,  all  four  Patriarchs  must  have  been  responsible  for  the  process  of  the 
discussions.  'obb 
The  first  act  of  the  council  was  to  read  Justinian's  letter  to  the  conciliar  fathers 
(Osäoq  T6no6).  1067  This  letter  is  very  interesting  as  it  shows  the  emperor's  motives  for 
convening  the  council.  After  a  brief  mention  of  the  previous  councils  and  their 
importance,  Justinian  presents  himself  as  a  successor  of  the  emperors  who  summoned 
them  in  caring  or  rather  guarding  the  faith  and  the  well  being  of  the  Church.  Then  he 
stresses  that  the  main  aim  of  his  ecclesiastical  policy  is  the  restoration  of  the  unity  of  the 
Church  whose  priests  have  been  divided  from  the  East  as  far  the  West  because  of  the 
antipathy  that  was  caused  by  the  followers  of  Nestorius  and  Eutyches.  1068  He  makes 
clear  that  he  adheres  to  the  decisions  of  Chalcedon  which  he  tried  to  impose  all  over  the 
Christian  Empire,  outlawing  at  the  same  time  all  those  who  opposed  it.  But,  the 
Nestorians,  Justinian  goes  on,  remained  active  and  this  time  they  tried  to  introduce  their 
doctrine  through  the  writings  of  the  Three  Chapters.  They  refer  to  the  letter  of  Ibas,  in 
particular,  which  according  to  them  was  approved  by  Chalcedon,  in  order  to  prove  that 
Nestorius  and  Theodore  -  so  much  praised  by  Ibas  -  were  innocent. 
'°65  History  of  Dogma,  IV,  p.  247. 
106  Chrysos,  Ecclesiastical,  pp.  108-110. 
1067  ACO,  IV,  1,  pp.  8-14;  A  shorter  Greek  version  of  the  letter  is  found  in  Georgios  Kedrinos,  Synopsis 
Historion,  PG  121,724C-729C,  and  Mansi  Ix,  581-588. 
1068  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  10. 223 
In  order  to  halt  this  development,  Justinian  explains,  he  asked  the  bishops  whether 
they  would  agree  with  a  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters.  Their  response  was 
positive  and  this  applies  to  the  Pope  Vigilius  as  well.  Then  he  gives  an  account  of  what 
had  been  said  between  him  and  the  Pope  and  how  the  latter  had  changed  his  mind  and 
decided  not  to  take  part  in  the  council.  According  to  Justinian,  the  Pope  is  answerable  to 
the  council,  as  taking  an  inconsistent  stance  towards  the  issue,  one  time  condemning  the 
Three  Chapters  and  those  who  defend  them106'  and  another  refusing  to  participate  in  a 
council  that  would  judge  them. 
Finally,  Justinian  concludes  by  urging  the  bishops  to  examine  the  problem  of  the 
Three  Chapters  properly  and  issue  a  verdict  that  would  comply  with  the  faith  of  the 
Catholic  Church  as  proclaimed  by  the  four  Ecumenical  councils  and  the  Church  fathers. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  here  that  Justinian,  suggests  -  as  he  did  in  his  Confessio  -  that 
the  Letter  to  Maris  was  not  written  by  Ibas,  and  therefore  Chalcedon,  by  exonerating 
him,  did  not  endorse  its  blasphemous  content. 
Justinian's  letter  was  the  basis  for  the  council's  confession  which  was  read  in  the 
third  session.  In  it  the  fathers  declared  that  they  followed  in  all  the  faith  that  the  Lord 
revealed  to  his  disciples  and  that  was  preached  and  interpreted  to  the  whole  world  by  the 
fathers  and  especially  those  who  gathered  at  the  four  councils.  Whatever  the  latter  along 
with  the  fathers  have  taught  is  to  be  held  dear  whereas  whatever  is  contrary  to  them  is  to 
be  condemned.  In  particular,  and  as  regards  the  issue  in  question  the  fathers  declared 
their  adhesion  to  the  teaching  of  Athanasius,  Hilary,  Basil,  Gregory  of  Nazianzus, 
Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Ambrose,  Augustine,  Theophilus,  John  Chrysostom,  Cyril,  Leo,  and 
Proclus.  Those  who  do  not  agree  with  this  faith  of  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church 
rank  themselves  among  the  heretics  and  are  justifiably  anathematised.  1070 
The  Case  of  Theodore 
In  the  fourth  session  (13  May)  the  council  turned  to  the  main  business,  the  examination 
of  the  teaching  of  the  Three  Chapters.  The  first  to  be  examined  was  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia.  The  main  evidence  against  him  was  a  florilegium  consisting  of  71  extracts 
from  Theodore's  De  incarnatione,  Contra  Apollinarium,  Ad  Baptizanos,  his 
commentaries  on  John,  Acts,  Luke,  the  Psalms,  the  Twelve  Prophets  etc.  The  compiler 
1069  In  particular  Pope  Vigilius  is  supposed  to  have  deposed  the  deacons  of  the  Roman  Church  Rusticus 
and  Sebastian  as  well  as  other  clergymen  of  his  jurisdiction.  This  piece  of  information  comes  from 
Justinian's  letter  to  the  council  and  was  never  challenged  by  the  Pope.  ACO,  IV,  1,  p.  12. 
117'  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  36-37. 224 
of  this  collection  was  probably  Eutychius  of  Constantinople,  a  fact  which  as  we  saw  was 
enough  for  Theodore's  supporters  to  discard  the  florilegium  as  fabricated.  "" 
The  extracts  (a  characteristic  sample  of  which  we  have  examined  in  Part  One, 
Chapter  III)  depict  a  radical  duophysite  christology,  a  christology  of  the  `assuming  God' 
and  the  `assumed  man',  the  `temple'  and  the  `one  who  dwells  in  it'.  It  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  study  to  examine  to  what  extent  the  extracts  represented  Theodore's 
doctrine.  However,  as  they  stood  they  certainly  represented  Nestorianism  in  its  classic 
form  and  deserved  to  be  condemned. 
After  the  presentation  of  the  71  extracts  the  council  studied  a  confession  of  faith 
attributed  to  Theodore.  1072  The  confession  gives  an  orthodox  exposition  of  the 
`theologia'  but  its  `oikonomia'  sounds  Nestorian.  Thus,  the  God-Logos,  in  order  to  save 
humankind,  is  said  to  have  assumed  a  perfect  man  from  the  seed  of  David  (ö  ecig 
Aöyoq  ävopo  »rov  6tAi1q  e  zE2stov  it  wzc  ppazos  ovza  'Aßpad  Kai  daßiS) 
with  whom  he  is  inseparably  worshipped.  This  man  who  the  God  Logos  conjoined 
(avvrjy'E)  to  himself  was  the  one  who  was  born  of  the  woman  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  was 
subject  to  the  law  and  experienced  death.  This  assumption  should  not  lead  to  the  idea  of 
two  sons,  for  the  man,  though  he  is  perfect  and  subsistent,  partakes  in  the  divine  nature 
and,  thereby,  participates  in  the  Sonship  of  the  Logos  who  is  the  only  proper  Son: 
We  do  not  confess  two  Sons  and  two  Lords,  because  there  is  one  Son 
according  to  essence,  the  God-Logos,  the  only-begotten  Son  of  God.  With  him 
is  he  [the  man]  united  and  as  he  partakes  in  the  Sonship  he  shares  in  the  Son's 
name  and  honor. 
Commenting  on  Paul's  conception  of  Christ  as  `second  Adam'  Theodore  remarks 
that  this  is  said  because  Jesus  of  Nazareth  -  the  assumed  man  -  was  of  the  same 
nature  as  the  latter,  although  there  was  immense  moral  difference  between  them  (og  [ 
'Ii  croi7SJKai  &Vrepos  'A8äµ  xard  zd  v  pcrrdptov  xa  efrat  17aüAov,  a'g  zr7S 
avzrjq  SoOo  as  v;  rapXwv  zcv  `AJdp).  Jesus  is  also  called  `second  man'  for  he  became 
the  beginning  of  the  `second  settlement'  (Bsvrepa  xazdazaatS),  whereas  the  `first 
man'  was  the  cause  of  the  previous  settlement  that  is  the  state  of  pain,  corruption  and 
mortality.  This  Bevrepa  icardaraatS  is  a  terminus  technicus  in  the  doctrine  of 
Theodore  as  representing  the  ultimate  spiritual  life,  a  life  without  pain  and  passibility. 
107  For  the  debate  over  the  authenticity  of  the  compilation  see  Part  One,  Chapter  III. 
ACO,  iv,  1,  pp.  70-72  (Latin);  ACO,  1,1,7,  pp.  97-100  (Greek).  This  confession  of  faith  was  sent  by 
Nestorius  a  little  before  the  council  of  Ephesus  to  a  group  of  Quartodecimanists  of  Philadelphia  in  Lydia 
who  wanted  to  return  to  orthodoxy.  The  same  Creed  was  presented  and  condemned  at  the  council  of 
Ephesus.  Facundus  refuses  that  the  Creed  is  Theodore's  (PL  67,588  CD).  Cyril,  however,  had  no  doubt 
about  that.  Ad  Proclum,  PG  77,345A. 225 
The  `Theodoren  Creed'  was  met  with  indignation  by  the  conciliar  fathers  who 
shouted  that  it  was  a  composition  of  the  devil  and  declared  their  adhesion  to  the  only 
Creed  accepted  as  holy  and  infallible,  that  is  the  Nicene  one.  The  council  seemed  ready 
to  anathematise  Theodore,  but  they  undertook  to  examine  the  rest  of  the  evidence  before 
a  final  decision  be  made. 
In  the  fifth  session,  the  fathers  focused  on  examining:  a)  how  eminent  fathers  of 
the  Church  treated  Theodore  and  his  teaching,  b)  whether  it  is  right  to  anathematise 
people  who  have  departed  in  communion  with  the  Church  and  especially  a  bishop  who 
was  considered  by  many  as  orthodox,  and  c)  whether  he  is  still  in  ecclesiastical 
communion. 
The  first  patristic  evidence  brought  against  Theodore  was,  quite  expectedly,  from 
Cyril  of  Alexandria.  From  his  Against  Theodore  nine  passages  were  read,  which 
contained  first  Theodore's  position  and  then  Cyril's  answer.  The  two  theologians  persist 
with  the  basic  ideas  of  the  tradition  they  represent  in  a  most  manifest  way:  Theodore 
proclaims  the  idea  of  the  `assumption'  of  the  human  nature  by  the  Logos  without  the 
latter  appropriating  any  attributes  of  the  former  and  vice  versa.  Cyril,  on  the  other  hand, 
attacks  the  idea  of  the  two  elements  existing  independently  for  this  abolishes  the 
foundations  of  his  thought:  that  the  Logos,  in  order  to  save  humankind,  and  without 
ceasing  to  be  what  he  was,  `became'  man.  Let  us  follow  this  `dialogue'  in  some 
characteristic  passages: 
1.  Theodore:  `If  one  wants  to  call  by  abuse  the  Son  of  God  Son  of  David  - 
because  the  temple  where  the  Logos  indwelled  was  from  David  -  let  him  do 
so.  And  [if  one  also  wants  to  call]  the  one  who  is  from  the  seed  of  David  Son 
of  God  by  grace  (Xdptn)  and  not  according  to  nature  (,  p6an)  let  him  do 
so...  1073 
Cyril:  `...  He  [Theodore]  ends  up  speaking  clearly  of  a  duality  of  Sons... 
because  if  one  gives  something  a  name  by  abuse  then  that  is  not  truly  what  is 
called  to  be 
... 
Therefore,  if  the  Son  of  God  is  called  man  by  abuse  then  he 
never  became  truly  man.  And  if  the  one  who  is  from  the  seed  of  David  is  Son 
and  God  by  false  acceptation,  then  he  is  neither  God  or  Son  naturally  and 
11074  truly... 
II.  Theodore:  `...  When  talking  about  the  natural  births,  one  should  not 
consider  the  God-Logos  as  the  Son  of  Mary.  For  the  mortal  gives  birth  to  a 
naturally  mortal;...  The  God-Logos  did  not  undergo  two  births:  one  before 
ages  and  another  in  the  last  days;  because  from  God  he  was  born  according  to 
the  nature,  whereas  from  Mary  he  built  his  temple  who  was  born  of  her... 
1073  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  74. 
1074  Loc.  cit 226 
When  it  comes  to  the  Dispensation,  it  is  possible  to  call  God  a  man.  Not 
because  something  like  that  has  really  happened,  but  because  [God]  assumed 
[the  human  nature]...  "°75 
Cyril:  `...  He  turned  against  the  Holy  Writ  clearly  and  unashamedly...  Indeed 
he  abolishes  the  Incarnation  as  a  whole.  And  more  or  less  like  the  Jews  he  says 
to  Christ  the  Saviour  of  all:  `It  is  not  for  a  good  work  that  we  stone  you  but  for 
blasphemy;  because  you,  being  a  man,  make  yourself  God'[John  10,33]'1076 
III.  Theodore:  The  man  who  was  born  of  Mary  is  Son  by  grace,  whereas  the 
God-Logos  is  Son  by  nature...  It  is  sufficient  for  the  body  which  came  out  of 
our  nature  -  the  one  which  participated  to  the*  Sonship  by  grace,  and  which 
also  enjoyed  glory  and  immortality  -  that  it  became  the  temple  of  the  God- 
Logos...  '  1077 
Cyril:  `If  what  is  something  by  grace  it  is  not  so  by  nature  and  what  is 
something  by  nature  it  is  not  so  by  grace,  then,  according  to  you,  there  are  not 
two  Sons,  because,  certainly,  the  one  which  is  Son  by  grace,  and  not  by  nature, 
is  not  really  Son.  But  he  [the  Son  by  grace]  still  has  the  possibility  to  exist  in 
him  -  the  Son  by  nature  and  not  by  grace,  i.  e.  the  God-Logos  who  is  from  the 
father  -  through  the  appropriation  of  the  glory  of  the  true  adoption.  But,  in 
this  case,...  Jesus  Christ  ceased  to  be  and  to  be  called  Son  of  God,  through 
whom  we  are  saved...  Therefore,  our  faith  is  a  faith  in  a  man  and  not  in  the  Son 
of  God  by  nature  and  truth...  Accordingly,  if  the  one  who  says  that  Christ 
received  the  Sonship  by  grace  is  right,  then  [Christ]  should  be  reckoned  among 
the  multitude  of  the  sons,  i.  e.  among  us  to  whom  the  sonship...  is  granted  by 
Christ  himself  according  to  his  infinite  mercy...  91078 
After  the  passages  were  read  there  followed  the  reading  of  a  letter  that  the  clergy 
of  Armenia  and  Persia  had  sent  to  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  Proclus,  complaining 
about  the  spread  of  Nestorianism  through  Theodorene  writings  in  their  country.  1079  The 
feelings  of  these  clerics  towards  the  bishop  of  Mopsuestia  are  expressly  shown  at  the 
outset  of  the  letter  where  they  call  him  `a  beast  in  human  form'.  108°  Further  down, 
Theodore  is  considered  an  `offspring'  of  Paul  of  Samosata  and  is  charged  with  ranking 
Jesus  as  equal  to  us  men,  the  only  difference  being  that  he  was  granted  special  grace  by 
God  by  which  he  was  glorified.  "" 
From  Proclus'  answer  to  that  letter,  two  passages  were  read,  where  the  Patriarch 
condemns  Theodore's  teaching  and  warns  the  Armenians  to  keep  away  from 
missionaries  who  promote  it.  1082 
1175  ACO,  IV,  1,  pp.  74-75. 
1076  Loc.  cit 
1077  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  76. 
1078  Loc.  cit 
1079  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  83-85.  This  is  the  letter  which  caused  Proclus  to  write  his  famous  Tomus  ad 
Armenios. 
toso  ACO,  IV,  1,  p.  83. 
"  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  83. 
1082  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  85-86. 227 
Severe  judgements  against  Theodore  were  also  presented  from  letters  of  Cyril108, 
and  Rabbulas,  1084  from  Hesychius"°85  Church  History,  108.  from  two  laws  of  the  emperors 
Theodosius  and  Valentinian,  1087  from  letters  of  Theophilus  of  Alexandria108.  and 
Gregory  of  Nyssa.  1089  Also  passages  from  Theodoret  of  Cyrus'  works  were  used  to  show 
that  Theodore  was  indeed  the  heretic  Cyril  had  described.  '09° 
Another  issue  that  occupied  the  council  was  whether  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and 
Gregory  of  Nazianzus  praised  Theodore  in  their  writings.  A  passage  from  Cyril's  Quod 
unus  sit  Christus  was  read,  where  the  Alexandrian,  indeed,  uses  the  phrase  bonus 
Theodorus  (icaAdq  Os6äwpo5-)109'  in  praise  of  the  latter's  struggle  against  the  Arians 
and  the  Eunomians.  But  the  whole  context  of  the  passage  makes  clear  that  Cyril  uses 
this  expression  in  an  effort  to  single  out  a  positive  aspect  of  a  theologian  whose 
christological  doctrine  is  at  large  `full  of  extreme  impiety'  (ultimae  impietatis  plena)  1092 
Of  Gregory,  also,  six  letters  were  read  supposedly  addressed  to  Theodore  where  he  was 
praised  and  invited  to  a  local  Church  festivity  at  Nazianzus.  1093  The  Metropolitans  who 
produced  the  letters  to  the  council  claimed  that  the  letters  were  addressed  to  another 
Theodore,  bishop  of  Tyana;  whose  jurisdiction  Nazianzus  belonged  to.  1094  That  was 
confirmed  by  Euphrantas,  the  bishop  of  Tyana  at  the  time  of  the  council  -  also  one  of 
its  members  -  who  read  the  names  of  his  predecessors  from  the  diptychs  of  his 
metropolis.  "" 
Then,  a  crucial  question  was  examined:  Is  it  right  to  anathematise  the  dead?  As  we 
already  saw,  that  was  among  the  main  arguments  of  the  opponents  of  the  imperial 
policy.  Deacon  Diodore,  the  spokesman  of  the  committee  responsible  for  the  collection 
of  necessary  material  produced  two  passages  from  Cyril's  Quod  unus  sit  Christus  and 
Letter  to  Martinianus.  In  the  first  passage  Cyril  urges  Christians  to  avoid  those  who 
1083  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  86-89. 
1084  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  89. 
1085  A  fifth  century  priest  of  Jerusalem. 
1086  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  90-91;  also  in  PG,  86,1031;  92,948. 
1087  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  91-93.  The  first  law  condemns  only  Nestorius  in  name,  whereas  the  second  adds  the 
names  of  Theodore,  Theodoret,  and  Diodore.  The  fact  that  this  second  law  has  been  preserved  only  in  the 
minutes  of  the  Fifth  council  led  Devreesse  to  deny  its  authenticity  and  identify  it  with  the  first  one. 
Devreesse,  Essai,  p.  236.  Cf.  Kalamaras,  p.  325,  n.  38  and  p.  326,  n.  39. 
1068  ACO,  IV,  1,  p.  93. 
X089  Loc.  cit. 
109'  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  94-96. 
109'  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  96. 
1092  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  97. 
1093  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  97-99. 
'094  Cf.  Justinian  CF,  Schwartz,  pp.  164,34-166,4. 
1095  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  99-100. 228 
consider  Christ  a  mere  man  whether  they  are  alive  or  not,  1096  whereas,  in  the  second,  he 
reminds  the  recipients  that  the  council  of  Ephesus  condemned,  along  with  Nestorius,  all 
those  who  taught  similarly  either  before  or  after  him.  1097  Further  evidence  was  produced 
by  the  African  bishop  Sextilian,  the  vicar  of  Primosus  of  Carthage.  He  submitted  to  the 
council  extracts  from  letters  of  Augustine  where  the  bishop  of  Hippo  teaches  that  those 
who  did  not  believe  aright,  if  their  impiety  is  proven  and  they  had  not  been  condemned 
while  alive,  should  be  anathematised  even  after  death.  1098  Commenting  on  these 
passages  Venignus,  the  bishop  of  Heraclea  of  Pelagonia,  said  that  there  is  the  precedent 
of  a  number  of  heretics  who  had  been  condemned  by  the  Church  posthumously  (e.  g. 
Valentinus,  Markian,,  Basileides,  Eunomius  and  Apollinarius).  1099  Then,  there  followed 
a  number  of  patristic  passages  affirming  the  need  for  an  anathema  against  Theodore. 
The  next  issue  the  council  dealt  with  was  whether  Theodore  had  died  in 
ecclesiastical  communion.  After  they  declared  that  one  dies  in  ecclesiastical  communion 
only  if  he  keeps  and  proclaims  the  ecclesiastical  doctrines  until  his  death,  "'  the  fathers 
proceeded  to  the  reading  of  the  minutes  of  the  synod  of  Mopsuestia  (550),  which,  as  we 
have  seen,  was  summoned  by  Justinian  to  examine  whether  Theodore's  name  was  in  the 
diptychs  of  his  own  Church.  1°'  From  the  minutes  it  was  shown  that  Theodore's  name 
had  been  struck  out  of  the  diptychs  more  than  eighty  years  ago  and  had  been  replaced 
with  that  of  Cyril. 
The  foregoing  evidence  was  deemed  sufficient  for  the  council  to  declare  an 
anathema  upon  Theodore,  but  it  reserved  its  final  decision  for  a  later  stage. 
The  Case  of  Theodoret 
In  the  same  (fifth)  session  the  council  examined  the  case  of  Theodoret  of  Cyrus.  Of  his 
writings  the  ones  that  particularly  interested  the  fathers  were  those  that  he  wrote  against 
Cyril  and  his  Twelve  Anathemas  and  in  defence  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius. 
Again  the  evidence  against  this  theologian  focused  on  his  rejection  of  the 
hypostatic  union  which  would  allow  one  to  say  that  the  Virgin  gave  birth  to  the  Logos. 
The  human  attributes  of  Christ  are  exclusively  predicated  of  his  human  nature  and  the 
divine  of  his  divine  nature.  Theodoret  uses  sometimes  so  strict  Antiochene  language  that 
ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  101. 
1097  ACO,  iv,  1,  pp.  101-102;  PG  77,293C-296A. 
1098  ACO,  iv,  1,  pp.  101-102;  Cf.  Justinian  CTC,  Schwartz,  p.  124,14-17;  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  166,26-35. 
1099  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  104.  Cf.  Justinian  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  122,32-38. 
10°  Cf.  Justinian,  CF,  Schwartz,  pp.  160,35-37. 
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one  could  justify  the  accusation  that  he  recognises  an  independent  human  subject  in 
Christ. 
After  quoting  Theodoret's  answers  to  the  first,  second,  fourth  and  tenth  Anathema 
which  we  have  already  seen,  102  the  council  referred  to  Theodoret's  letter  Ad  eos  qui  in 
Euphratesia.  103  At  the  beginning  of  the  letter  the  bishop  of  Cyrus  reproaches  the 
council  of  Ephesus  I  for  accepting  the  Twelve  Anathemas,  a,  work  originating  `from  the 
bitter  root  of  Apollinarius'  but  also  akin  to  the  doctrine  of  Arius,  Eunomius,  Valentine 
and  Marcian.  11°4  Analysing  the  main  points  of  Cyril's  controversial  work,  Theodoret 
launches  a  bitter  attack  against  the  Alexandrian.  In  particular,  commenting  on  the  first 
Anathema,  he  accuses  him  of  teaching  that  the  Logos  was  changed  into  flesh  (aürd  v 
sig  capxa  peraflAgOrjvaa  8&5daKwv)1°5  and  that  the  Saviour  assumed  a  man  only 
in  belief  (450KOEt)  and  imagination  (pavraQi(r).  106 
The  council's  attention  was  also  drawn  to  a  group  of  other  letters  of  Theodoret  in 
which  he  expresses  his  admiration  and  support  to  Nestorius.  1°7  Writing  to  Nestorius 
himself  he  explains  why  he  accepted  the  Formulary  of  Reunion  whereas  in  a  letter 
allegedly  sent  to  John  of  Antioch  Theodoret  reveals  an  unusual  animosity  to  Cyril  which 
seems  to  have  carried  him  so  far  away  as  to  rejoice  for  his  death.  '  108 
After  the  completion  of  the  reading  of  the  evidence,  the  council  expressed  its 
admiration  for  the  accuracy  of  the  council  of  Chalcedon  which  on  the  hand  recognised 
Theodoret's  blasphemies,  and  on  the  other  accepted  him  after  he  had  anathematised 
Nestorius  and  his  `blasphemies'.  109 
The  fifth  session  was  closed  with  the  council  arranging  that  the  letter  of  Ibas,  the 
last  of  the  Three  Chapters  be  examined  in  the  next  session.  "" 
The  Case  of  Ibas 
The  sixth  session  started  with  the  reading  of  the  Letter  of  Ibas.  111'  Following  that,  a 
letter  of  Proclus  of  Constantinople  to  John  of  Antioch  was  brought  forward  according  to 
which  Ibas  of  Edessa  caused  discontent  among  his  flock  as  he  promoted  Nestorian 
102  See  Part  One,  Chapter  III. 
103  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  131-132;  PG  83,1416B-1433A. 
104  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  132;  PG  83,1417A. 
"pos  Loc.  cit.. 
106  PG  83,1417B. 
107  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  132-136. 
1108  The  letter  could  not  have  been  sent  to  John  of  Antioch  since  he  died  before  Cyril.  It  is  either  spurious 
or  was  written  to  Domnus  of  Antioch.  ACO  IV,  1,  p.  135. 
109  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  136. 
110  Loc.  cit 
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ideas.  In  particular  Ibas  was  accused  in  front  of  Proclus  to  have  taught  the  idea  of  `two 
Sons'  (one  eternal  and  one  of  late),  in  other  words  that  Christ  was  different  than  the 
Logos.  As  a  result  of  this  accusation,  Proclus  requested  that  John  of  Antioch  ask  Ibas  to 
declare  clearly  what  his  doctrine  is  and,  if  he  is  orthodox,  to  anathematise  the  Nestorian 
doctrine.  "" 
Next,  Theodore  Ascidas  and  three  other  bishops  reviewed  Ibas'  case.  They  started 
by  mentioning  the  complaints  by  clerics  and  citizens  of  Edessa  that  Ibas  was  teaching 
the  doctrines  of  Nestorius  through  the  writings  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  The  bishops 
then  gave  an  account  of  what  happened  at  the  Synod  of  Tyre  where,  they  pointed  out, 
Ibas  denied  that  the  letter  to  Maris  was  his.  Ibas,  according  to  this  account,  was  asked, 
when  arriving  to  Edessa,  to  declare  that  the  council  of  Ephesus  I  was  of  the  same 
authority  as  that  of  Nicaea.  Having  failed  to  do  so,  the  bishops  went  on,  he  was  deposed 
together  with  Domnus  of  Antioch.  ""  Here,  it  should  be  noticed,  the  bishops  did  not 
mention  that  Ibas  was  not  deposed  by  a  canonical  body  but  by  the  `Robber  council'.  "" 
Then  an  account  of  what  happened  at  Chalcedon  was  given,  according  to  which, 
Ibas  tried  to  avoid  responsibility  for  the  letter  and  the  other  charges  brought  against  him 
by  appealing  to  a  statement  by  the  clergy  of  Edessa  in  which  he  was  commended.,  '"  But 
the  council,  the  bishops  explained,  was  unfavourable  to  Ibas,  despite  the  opposite 
opinion  of  those  who  maintain  that  the  council  accepted  his  letter.  ""  Ibas'  supporters 
held  that  among  the  fathers  at  Chalcedon  there  had  been  voices  of  support  to  Ibas  which 
the  former  take  as  an  approval  of  the  Letter.  But  those,  Ascidas  and  his  committee 
explained,  were  very  few  and  not  entirely  supportive;  for  even  these  affirmed  the 
decisions  of  the  council  of  Tyre  which  had  condemned  the  Letter  to  Maris.  In  particular, 
the  Chalcedonian  fathers,  Thalassius  of  Caesarea,  John  of  Sevastia,  Seleucus  of 
Amaseia  and  others  spoke  in  favour  of  Ibas'  restoration,  but  only  on  the  condition  that 
he  would  clearly  denounce  the  charges  brought  against  him,  including,  of  course,  the 
primary  charge  i.  e.  that  he  wrote  the  Letter  to  Maris.  Then  the  bishops  referred  to  the 
testimony  of  the  Chalcedonian  father,  Eunomius  of  Nicomedia,  to  whom  the  opposition 
particularly  referred  as  one  who  supported  Ibas.  According  to  Eunomius'  testimony  Ibas 
proved  to  be  innocent  as  he  had  denounced  what  he  had  been  accused  of  holding. 
112  ACO,  iv,  1,  pp.  140-143. 
""  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  144. 
114  Cf.  Hefele,  IV,  p.  312. 
ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  144-145. 
116  Obviously,  the  bishops  mean  Facundus  and  the  others  who  wrote  in  defense  of  the  Three  Chapters. 231 
Therefore  Ibas  was  worthy  of  being  reinstated  as  long  as  he  denounced  Nestorius, 
Eutyches,  and  accepted  the  Tome  of  Leo  and  the  council  of  Chalcedon.  '  117 
There  followed  a  quotation  of  the  unanimous  demand  at  the  council  of  Chalcedon: 
`Let  Ibas  anathematise  Nestorius  and  Eutyches.  Let  him  anathematise  Nestorius.  '  Let 
him  anathematise  his  doctrine.  '"'s 
In  order  to  clearly  prove  that  the  Letter  to  Mans  was  unfair  to  Cyril  and,  in  fact, 
heretical,  the  bishops  quoted  the  following  documents:  11. 
1.  The  Second  Letter  of  Cyril  to  Nestorius  (Obloquuntur), 
2.  From  the  minutes  of  Ephesus  I,  the  part  where  the  council  approves  of  Cyril's 
Second  Letter  as  an  orthodox  confession  of  faith, 
3.  The  answer  of  Nestorius  to  Cyril,  where  the  former  refutes  Cyril's  basic  ideas  (the 
Logos'  becoming  flesh,  his  two  births)  and  firmly  defends  his  (the  difference  of  the 
natures,  Logos  immutability  and  impassibility,  the  idea  of  the  human  nature  being  a 
`temple').  1120 
4.  From  the  minutes  of  Ephesus  I,  the  judgement  of  the  conciliar  fathers  that  Nestorius' 
faith  was  contrary  to  the  faith  of  Nicaea,  and  their  anathema  upon  him  and  his 
doctrine. 
5.  The  letter  of  Pope  Celestine  to  Nestorius  where  the  former  rebukes  the  Patriarch  of 
Constantinople  for  his  ideas  calling  them  `infidel  innovation'. 
6.  The  third  letter  of  Cyril  to  Nestorius  (cum  Salvator)  together  with  the  attached 
Twelve  Anathemas. 
7.  From  the  minutes  of  the  second  session  of  the  council  of  Chalcedon  they  read  the 
demand  of  the  imperial  delegates  that  the  bishops  declare  the  true  faith, 
8.  Leo's  Tome. 
9.  From  the  same  session  of  the  Chalcedonian'  council,  the  bishops  quoted  the 
suggestion  of  Atticus  of  Nicopolis  that,  together  with  Leo's  Tome,  Cyril's  Third 
Letter  to  Nestorius  along  with  the  Twelve  Anathemas  should  be  used  as  a  criterion  of 
orthodoxy  for  the  final  declaration  of  the  council.  His  suggestion  was  unanimously 
accepted.  This  testimony,  we  think,  is  very  significant  as  it  shows  that,  despite  the 
strong  opposition  of  the  Antiochenes,  Cyril's"Twelve  Anathemas  were  not  rejected  by 
Chalcedon. 
""  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  146. 
uºs  ACO,  IV,  1,  p.  146.  See  Part  One,  Chapter  IV. 
119  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  147ff. 
120  ACO,  1,1,1,  pp.  29-32. 232 
1O.  Finally,  and  after  some  more  testimonies  from  the  Chalcedonian  minutes,  the 
committee  brought  forward  the  Chalcedonian  definition,  together  with  the  Creeds  of 
Nicaea  and  Constantinople. 
Having  all  these  important  testimonies  been  presented,  it  was  time  for  the  crucial 
question:  Was  Ibas'  Letter  to  Maris  compatible  with  the  faith  of  the  Church  as  stated  in 
the  foregoing  declarations  and,  in  particular,  to  the  Chalcedonian  Definition?  For  this 
purpose,  deacon  and  notary  Thomas,  read  a  document  comparing  utterances  from  the 
Chalcedonian  Definition  with  statements  of  the  Letter  to  Maris.  The  most  important  of 
them  are  as  follows:  "Z' 
1.  The  Chalcedonian  Definition  proclaims  that  the  God-Logos  was  incarnate  and 
became  man;  and  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity  (qui  est 
dominus  poster  Iesus  Christus,  unus  de  sancta  trinitate).  122  The  Letter,  instead,  calls 
those  who  confess  that  the  God-Logos  was  incarnate  and  became  man  heretics  and 
Apollinarians.  "23 
2.  The  council  of  Chalcedon  proclaims  that  the  Holy  Virgin  was  Theotokos,  124  whereas 
the  Letter  denies  that.  '  125 
3.  Chalcedon  demanded  that  everyone  should  follow  the  Definition  of  Ephesus  I  and 
anathematise  Nestorius.  The  Letter,  on  the  contrary,  reproaches  Ephesus  I  and 
defends  Nestorius.  "z6 
4.  The  council  speaks  of  Cyril  as  of  a  man  of  `holy  memory'  and  calls  him  `its  teacher'; 
the  Letter  calls  him  heretic  and  Apollinarian  rejecting  his  doctrine  of  the  hypostatic 
union  and  the  communicatio  idiomatum.  But  the  fathers  at  Chalcedon  declared  that 
they  believe  as  Cyril  taught  and  anathematised  those  who  do  not  believe  the  same. 
5.  The  fathers  of  the  Church  whom  the  council  of  Chalcedon  followed  spoke  of  two 
natures  in  order  to  stress  the  difference  between  the  natures;  but  at  the  same  they 
confess  their  union  in  one  hypostasis,  who  is  the  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Word  of 
God  who  was  incarnate  and  became  man.  The  Letter,  on  the  contrary,  while  speaking 
of  two  natures,  one  power,  one  person,  and  one  Son,  does  not  confess  that  the  God- 
"Z'  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  178ff. 
1122  The  Definition  does  not  use  exactly  this  expression,  but  states  that  Jesus  Christ  was  'truly 
God...  consubstantial  with  the  Father  according  to  his  divinity.  '  ACO,  II,  1,2,  p.  129. 
1123  See  Appendix,  Letter  to  Maris,  §  IV. 
1124  `We  confess  one  and  the  same  Son  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 
.. 
born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  the  Theotokos 
according  to  his  divinity.  '  ACO,  II,  1,2,  p.  129. 
"ZS  See  Appendix,  Letter  to  Maris,  §  IV  and  V. 
1126  See  Appendix,  Letter  to  Maris,  §  VI. 233 
Logos  was  incarnate  and  became  man,  i.  e.  that  the  union  according  to  hypostasis 
took  place. 
6.  Like  Nestorius,  the  Letter  urges  us  to  confess  the  Temple  and  the  one  who  dwells  in 
it,  which  clearly  introduces  two  persons  in  Christ.  ""  It  also,  like  Theodore  and 
Nestorius  speaks  of  one  common  `power'  in  Christ  which  unites  the  two  natures.  But 
this  is  denounced  by  the  fathers  who  accepted  only  a  natural  union  of  the  Logos  to 
the  rational  flesh  in  one  hypostasis. 
This  evidence  was  deemed  sufficient  by  the  bishops  to  declare  the  Letter  contrary 
to  the  Chalcedonian  Definition.  This  is  why,  the  bishops  said,  the  Chalcedonian  fathers 
demanded  that  Ibas  should  anathematise  Nestorius  and  sign  the  Definition,  thus, 
rejecting  what  the  Letter  defended.  Ibas  was  accepted  only  after  he  had  repented  and 
accepted  the  Chalcedonian  Definition. 
The  session  ended  with  the  bishops  exclaiming:  `We  all  say  so;  the  letter  is 
heretical;  we  all  anathematise  it;  the  letter  is  contrary  to  the  Definition  (of  Chalcedon); 
whoever  accepts  it  does  not  confess  that  the  God-Logos  became  man;  whoever  accepts 
it  rejects  the  holy  fathers  of  Chalcedon.  "128 
The  Definition  of  the  Council 
In  the  eighth  and  last  session  the  council  declared  its  sentence  which  had  been  already 
prepared  probably  by  Eutychius  of  Constantinople  and  Theodore  Ascidas.  129  After 
declaring  their  adhesion  to  the  previous  three  ecumenical  councils,  the  bishops  quite 
expectedly,  condemned  the  Three  Chapters.  ""  At  the  end  of  their  sentence  they 
attached  their  confession  of  faith  in  the  form  of  fourteen  anathemas.  As  we  shall  see,  the 
fathers  accepted  almost  as  a  whole  the  thirteen  anathemas  of  Justinian  but  this  does  not 
necessarily  mean  that  they  obediently  submitted  to  his  will  as  is  usually  maintained.  The 
meticulous  work  of  the  council  showed  the  appropriateness  of  the  emperor's  initiative. 
However,  they  made  slight  but  important  amendments  to  Justinian's  proposal. 
The  Fourteen  Doctrinal  Chapters  of  the  Council 
Anathema  I: 
If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the  physis  or  ousia  of  the  Father,  of  the  Son, 
and  of  the  Holy  Spirit  is  one,  as  also  the  power  and  the  authority;  [if  anyone 
does  not  confess]  a  consubstantial  Trinity,  one  Godhead  worshipped  in  three 
1127  See  Appendix,  Letter  to  Maris,  §  IV  and  V. 
"28  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  181-182. 
1129  Hefele,  IV,  p.  326. 
1130  ACO,  IV,  1,  pp.  208-215. 234 
hypostases,  ""  or  persons:  let  him  be  anathema.  For  there  is  one  God  and 
Father,  from  whom  are  all  things;  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ  through  whom  are 
all  things;  and  one  Holy  Spirit  in  whom  are  all  things.  "" 
The  fathers  start  their  Definition  by  stating  the  true  faith  regarding  the  trinitarian 
doctrine  as  a  presupposition  for  understanding  rightly  the  christological  one.  Like 
Justinian  and  the  other  `neo-Chalcedonians',  they  clarify  the  meaning  of  terms:  physis  is 
identified  with  ousia,  and  hypostasis  with  prosopon.  The  two  terms,  according  to  the 
Cappadocian  teaching,  should  be  clearly  distinguished,  the  former  denoting  the  common 
property  of  the  persons  of  the  holy  Trinity  whereas  the  latter  their  distinctive  way  of 
being.  This  distinction  is  very  important  for  describing  the  existence  of  the  two  natures 
yet  one  hypostasis  in  Christ. 
Anathema  II: 
If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the  God-Logos  had  two  births;  the  one  before 
all  ages  from  the  Father  without  time  and  without  body;  and  the  other  in  the 
last  days  when  the  Self-same  [the  Logos]  came  down  from  heaven  and  was 
made  man  of  the  holy  and  glorious  Theotokos  and  ever  Virgin  Mary  and  was 
born  of  her:  let  him  be  anathema.  "33 
The  second  anathema  touches  probably  the  most  crucial  issue  of  the  Nestorian  and  the 
Three  Chapters  controversy.  Theodore  and  Nestorius  rejected  the  double  birth  and  the 
double  consubstantiality  of  the  God-Logos.  The  one  who  was  born  of  Mary  in  the  last 
days  was  the  assumed  man,  i.  e.  Christ.  As  we  have  seen,  according  to  Theodore  it  was 
impossible  for  God  to  be  born  of  Mary. 
The  fathers  here  fully  endorse  the  title  Theotokos  (dei  genetrix)  with  all  its 
christological  implications.  It  is  also  interesting  that  they  also  give  Mary  the  name  Ever- 
Virgin(  'Asurdp6evoq,  semper  virgin).  The  idea  that  the  Virgin  was  Virgin  before, 
during,  and  after  the  Incarnation  had  already  been  proclaimed  by  Athanasius'  134  and  - 
as  Kalamaras  has  pointed  out13S  -  the  council  of  Chalcedon  in  its  address  to  the 
emperor  Marcian.  '136 
1131  The  Latin  text  of  the  minutes  translates  `hypostasis'  by  subsistentia  ('subsistence')  and  not  substantia 
('substance')  as  it  had  been  customary  before.  This  very  important  clarification  removed  the  ambiguity 
that  existed  in  Latin  Triadology  where  substance  had  been  the  term  for  both  `essence'  and  `hypostasis'. 
Even  more  importantly,  for  the  first  time  in  an  ecumenical  decree  the  whole  Trinity  is  called 
consubstantial.  Nicea  had  called  the  Son  consubstantial  with  the  Father;  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council 
completed  the  work  of  the  Second  -which  had  declared  the  Divinity  of  the  Holy  Spirit-  by  proclaiming 
the  consubstantiality  of  the  Holy  Spirit  with  the  Father.  See  Margerie,  Bertrand  de,  The  Christian  Trinity 
in  History  I,  trans.  by  Edmund  J.  Fortman  (Still  River,  Mass.,  1982),  pp.  130-31. 
1132  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  215,9-13  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p  240,3-7  (Greek). 
1133  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  215,15-18  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  240,8-11  (Greek). 
1134  C.  Arianos,  PG  26,296B. 
1133Fifth,  p.  587. 
1136  ACO,  lt,  1,3,  p.  112. 235 
Anathema  III: 
If  anyone  says  that  the  God-Logos  who  performed  miracles  is  one  and  the 
Christ  who  suffered  is  another;  or  [if  anyone]  says  that  the  God-Logos 
coexisted  with  Christ  who  was  born  of  the  woman  or  was  in  him  as  one  person 
in  another,  but  that  he  was  not  the  one  and  the  same  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the 
God-Logos  incarnate  and  made  man,  and  that  his  miracles  and  sufferings 
which  he  voluntarily  endured  in  the  flesh  were  not  of  the  same  person:  let  him 
be  anathema.  "" 
This  is  a  verbatim  reiteration  of  Justinian's  third  anathema  (CF).  1138  The  affirmation  that 
Christ  is  the  Logos  himself  is  the  greatest  contribution  of  the  fifth  council  to 
christological  doctrine.  In  Christ  there  is  only  one  hypostasis  or  prosopon,  that  of  the 
Logos.  The  bishops  defending  the  oneness  of  the  person  or  hypostasis  of  Christ 
anathematise  the  Theodorene/Nestorian  division  of  the  one  Christ  into  two  subjects  of 
attribution:  the  God-Logos  and  the  man  Christ.  Therefore,  like  Cyril,  they  predicate  all 
names  and  actions,  both  divine  and  human,  mentioned  in  the  Bible  about  Jesus,  of  the 
Logos.  Gregory  Nazianzen's  antithesis  between  `one  person'  and  `another  person' 
(äA2os  Kai  ä2Aos)  on  the  one  hand,  and  `one  thing'  and  `another  thing'  (äAAo  Kai 
äAAo)  on  the  other,  so  often  employed  by  Justinian  and  the  other  `neo-Chalcedonians' 
is  used  here  too. 
Anathema  IV: 
If  anyone  says  that  the  union  of  the  God-Logos  to  man  was  effected  according 
to  grace  (Karl  Xapt  v)  or  energy  (Kay  '  Evepyetav)  or  equality  (Kar  ' 
taortpiav)  or  authority  (xard  avh'svriav)  or  relation  (Kara  ox  crty)  or 
effect  (Karl  avaspopäv)  or  power  (icard  Svvapty)  or  good  will  (Kar' 
eÖSoxiav),  in  the  sense  that  the  God-Logos  was  pleased  with  the  man  because 
the  latter  believed  rightly  about  Him,  as  says  the  senseless  Theodore,  or  [if 
anyone  says  that  this  union  was  effected]  according  to  the  likeness  of  the 
names  (KaO'  öuwvvvpiav)  as  the  Nestorians  understand,  who  call  the  God- 
Logos  Jesus  and  Christ  and  the  man  [they  call]  separately  Christ  and  Son,  and 
thereby  they  evidently  name  two  persons,  only  disingenuously  confessing  one 
Person  and  one  Christ  as  far  as  the  title  [naming],  the  honour,  the  dignity  and 
the  worship  are  concerned.  If  anyone  also  does  not  confess  as  the  holy  Fathers 
taught,  that  the  union  of  the  God-Logos  was  made  to  flesh  animated  with 
rational  and  intellectual  soul  by  way  of  composition  (ecard  Qvvt9'&o  i  v),  that  is 
according  to  hypostasis  (icaO  '  vWcract  v),  and  that  therefore  the  Logos' 
hypostasis  is  one,  that  is  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity:  let  him 
be  anathema.  For  as  the  union  is  understood  in  various  ways,  those  who  follow 
the  impiety  of  Apollinarius  and  Eutyches,  believe  in  the  union  according  to 
confusion,  proposing,  thus,  the  elimination  of  the  parts  which  came  together. 
On  the  other  hand,  those  who  hold  the  ideas  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius 
ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  215,20-24;  Ibid.,  p.  240,12-16. 
"'S  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  148,24-28. 236 
rejoicing  in  the  division  of  the  natures  introduce  a  relative  union.  Nevertheless, 
the  Holy  Church  of  God  rejecting  the  impiety  of  both  heresies,  confesses  the 
union  of  the  God-Logos  to  the  flesh  according  to  composition  which  means 
according  to  hypostasis.  For  the  union  according  to  composition,  with  regard 
to  the  mystery  of  Christ,  not  only  preserves  the  coming  together  parts 
unconfused,  but  also  allows  no  separation.  "" 
In  the  fourth  anathema,  the  council  explains  its  understanding  of  the  union.  Almost  all 
the  modes  of  the  union  proposed  by  Theodore14°  are  condemned.  The  Apollinarian  and 
Eutychian  union  of  confusion  is  also  condemned.  Instead,  the  `holy  Church  of  God' 
confesses  that  the  Logos  was  united  to  flesh  ensouled  with  rational  and  intellectual  soul 
`according  to  synthesis'  that  is  `according  to  hypostasis'.  The  union  `according  to 
synthesis',  developed  by  the  `neo-Chalcedonians'  and  Justinian,  is  here  proclaimed  a 
doctrine  of  the  Church.  Almost  repeating  Justinian's  words,  the  council  proclaims  that 
the  advantage  of  the  union  `according  to  synthesis  is  that  it  preserves  the  two  united 
elements  unconfused  and  at  the  same  time  excludes  division.  ""  This  is  why  Christ  is 
one  hypostasis,  that  of  the  Logos  and  therefore,  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity. 
Anathema  V: 
If  anyone  understands  the  expression  `one  hypostasis  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ' 
in  this  sense,  that  it  may  imply  the  existence  of  many  hypostases,  and  [if  that 
person]  attempts,  thus,  to  introduce  into  the  mystery  of  Christ  two  hypostases, 
that  is  two  persons,  and  he  calls  these  two  persons  one  person  according  to 
dignity  and  honour  and  worship,  as  Theodore  and  Nestorius  insanely  wrote, 
and  calumniate  the  Holy  council  of  Chalcedon  that  it  allegedly  made  use  of  the 
expression  of  the  one  hypostasis  in  that  impious  sense;  and  if  that  person  does 
not  confess  that  the  God-Logos  united  himself  to  flesh  according  to  hypostasis, 
and  therefore  that  his  hypostasis  is  one,  that  is  his  person  is  one,  and  also  that 
the  holy  council  of  Chalcedon  professed  in  the  same  way  that  the  hypostasis  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  one:  let  him  be  anathema.  For  since  one  of  the  Holy 
Trinity  has  been  made  man  viz.:  the  God-Logos,  the  Holy  Trinity  has  not  been 
increased  by  the  addition  of  another  person  or  hypostasis.  "' 
The  fifth  anathema  clarifies  the  Chalcedonian  Definition.  Chalcedon's  one  hypostasis 
should  be  understood  in  a  very  strict  sense:  it  is  the  one  hypostasis  of  the  incarnate 
Logos  who  is  Christ.  It  is  the  same  one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  who  was  united  to 
human  flesh.  In  Christ,  then,  there  cannot  be  two  hypostases  or  prosopa.  Because 
Christ's  hypostasis  and  prosopon  is  the  hypostasis  and  prosopon  of  the  Logos,  no  other 
hypostasis  or  prosopon  was  added  to  the  Trinity. 
"39  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  215,26-216,15  (Latin);  Ibid.,  pp.  240,17-241,15  (Greek). 
1140  Cf.  Theodore,  AdDomnum,  PG  66,1012C. 
14'  Cf.  Justinian,  CF,  Schwartz,  p.  134,32-33. 
1142  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  216,17-27  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  241,16-26  (Greek). 237 
Anathema  VI: 
If  anyone  calls  the  holy  glorious  and  ever  -Virgin  Mary  Theotokos  not  truly 
but  in  a  false  acceptation  (Kara%pgart  6q)  or  in  a  relative  sense  (Karl 
dva(opäv)  as  if  a  mere  man  was  born  and  not  that  the  God  -Logos  was 
incarnate  of  her;  and  [if  anyone  does  so]  believing  that  the  birth  of  the  man  is 
referred  to  the  God  -Logos  as  he  was  united  to  the  man  who  was  born;  and  if 
anyone  calumniates  the  holy  council  of  Chalcedon  as  though  it  had  called  the 
Virgin  Theotokos  in  this  impious  sense  of  Theodore;  or  if  anyone  calls  her  the 
mother  of  a  man  ('AvOpcvlrorOKoc)  or  the  mother  of  Christ  (XptiroroKoc) 
as  if  Christ  was  not  God,  or  does  not  confess  that  she  is  exactly  and  truly 
Theotokos,  because  the  God-Logos  who  was  born  of  the  Father  before  all  ages 
in  the  last  days  was  incarnate  of  her,  and  that  in  the  same  sense  the  holy 
council  of  Chalcedon  reverently  acknowledged  her  to  be  the  mother  of  God, 
let  him  be  anathema.  '143 
Theodore's  idea  that  Mary  can  be  called  Theotokos  only  `in  a  relative  sense'  (zý 
dvarpop«)  is  clearly  condemned  as  implying  that  Christ  was  not  God.  Since  Christ  is 
the  Logos  himself,  Mary  can  be  called  Theotokos  `exactly'  (aupiws)  and  `truly'  (Kar' 
d2rjOszav).  In  other  words,  by  `Theotokos'  one  should  not  understand  that  Mary  gave 
birth  to  a  mere  man  to  whom  the  Logos  united  himself,  but  that  the  eternal  God-Logos 
himself  became  incarnate  of  her.  Very  importantly  the  council  states  that  it  was  in  this 
sense  that  Chalcedon  called  Mary  `Theotokos'. 
Anathema  VII: 
If  anyone  using  the  expression  in  two  natures  (Ev  56o  ppuceat  v),  does  not 
confess  that  our  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ  has  been  revealed  in  divinity  and 
humanity  defining  thereby  the  difference  of  the  natures,  out  of  which  the 
ineffable  union  was  effected  unconfusedly,  without  the  Logos  having  turned 
into  the  nature  of  the  flesh,  nor  the  flesh  having  changed  into  the  nature  of  the 
Logos;  for  each  remains  what  it  is  according  to  its  nature  as  the  union  is 
hypostatic.  But  if  that  person  uses  this  expression  with  regard  to  the  mystery  of 
Christ  so  as  to  divide  into  parts;  or  if  that  person,  referring  to  our  one  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  the  incarnate  God-Logos,  professes  the  number  of  the  natures 
[two],  out  of  which  he  was  composed,  without  understanding  their  difference 
as  existing  only  in  contemplation  (rf  &cvpicr  povy)  -  although  the 
difference  is  not  abolished  because  of  the  union  for  one  is  composed  of  the  two 
and  the  two  are  in  one  -  but  that  person  uses  the  number  [two]  in  the  sense 
that  the  natures  are  separated  and  self-existent,  let  him  be  anathema.  "44 
In  the  seventh  anathema,  Chalcedon  is  clearly  affirmed:  the  one  Christ  exists  `in  two 
natures',  divinity  and  humanity.  The  difference  of  the  natures  was  not  abolished  because 
of  the  union  but  both  remained  unchanged.  Yet  this  `in  two  natures'  does  not  mean  that 
the  natures  should  be  construed  as  separated  (Ke%o  ptapEvat)  and  `idiohypostatic' 
143  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  216,29-217,5  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  241,27-37  (Greek). 
1144  ACO,  Iv,  1,  p.  217,7-16  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  242,1-11  (Greek) 238 
(self-existent,  iätoviröorarot)  which  obviously  divides  the  one  Christ  into  two. 
Rather,  this  number  `two'  means  to  show  the  difference  (Btacoopa")  of  the  two  natures 
in  which  Christ  exists.  As  a  safeguard  against  a  division  of  the  one  Christ  the  council 
demands  that  this  `difference'  should  be  seen  in  the  sense  of  Cyril,  i.  e.  only  `in 
contemplation'.  (rrj  OecvpIcx  pövý).  "45 
Anathema  VIII: 
If  anyone  confessing  that  the  union  was  made  out  of  two  natures  or  that  [after 
the  union]  there  is  one  nature  of  the  God-Logos  incarnate  does  not  understand 
them  in  this  sense,  that  of  the  divine  and  the  human  nature  being  united 
hypostatically,  one  Christ  was  accomplished,  as  the  holy  fathers  have  taught; 
but  if  that  person  using  these  expressions  tries  to  introduce  the  idea  that  in 
Christ  there  is  one  nature  or  essence  [ousia]  for  both  the  divinity  and  his  flesh, 
let  him  be  anathema.  For  when  we  say  that  the  only-begotten  Logos  was 
united  [to  humanity]  according  to  hypostasis,  we  do  not  mean  that  there  was 
made  any  confusion  of  the  natures,  but  rather  each  nature  remaining  what  it 
was,  we  understand  that  the  Logos  was  united  to  flesh.  This  is  why  there  is  one 
Christ,  both  God  and  man,  the  same  being  consubstantial  with  the  Father 
according  to  divinity  and  the  same  being  consubstantial  with  us  according  to 
humanity.  They  are  also  rejected  and  anathematised  by  the  Church  of  God, 
who  divide  into  two  parts  or  separate  the  mystery  of  Christ,  that  is  the  mystery 
of  the  divine  dispensation,  or  who  introduce  confusion  into  that  mystery.  '  146 
The  eighth  anathema  clarifies  the  formula  `out  of  two  physes'  and  `one  physis'.  The 
council  does  not  reject  them  as  long  as  they  are  properly  understood.  The  two  formulae 
do  not  mean  that  the  union  resulted  in  one  physis  in  the  sense  of  one  ousia.  They  rather 
mean  that  from  the  hypostatic  union  of  the  two  ousiai  one  Christ  was  formed.  Obviously 
it  is  implied  that  when  Cyril  said  `one  physis',  he  meant  `one  hypostasis'.  Yet  the 
council  says  `one  Christ'  for  reasons  of  clarity,  since  earlier  it  decreed  that  physis  and 
hypostasis  be  not  used  synonymously.  Significantly  the  council  does  not  demand  a 
simultaneous  use  of  the  `one  physis'  and  `in  two  physes'  formulae  as  a  condition  of 
orthodoxy. 
The  fathers  also  explain  that  the  hypostatic  union  which  they  proclaim  does  not 
imply  a  confusion  of  the  natures.  Because  of  the  hypostatic  union  both  one  Christ  was 
effected  and  the  natures  remained  unchanged.  In  the  same  anathema,  the  council 
proclaims  the  Cyrillian  and  Chalcedonian  doctrine  of  Christ's  double  consubstantiality. 
Anathema  IX: 
If  anyone  says  that  Christ  should  be  worshipped  in  two  natures,  meaning 
thereby  to  introduce  two  adorations,  one  especially  for  God  and  another 
1145  Cyril,  AdAcacium,  PG  77,193D. 
1146  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  217,18-29  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  242,12-23  (Greek). 239 
especially  for  the  man,  147  or  if  anyone  worships  Christ  in  such  a  way  as  to 
imply  the  abolition  of  the  flesh  or  the  confusion  of  the  divinity  and  the 
humanity  speaking  thus  monstrously  of  one  nature  (physis)  or  essence  (ousia), 
and  does  not  worship  the  God-Logos  incarnate  along  with  his  own  flesh  by 
one  veneration,  as  the  Church  of  God  inherited  from  the  beginning,  let  him  be 
anathema.  las 
In  the  ninth  anathema,  the  council  applies  its  doctrinal  faith  to  the  worship  of  the 
Church: 
Anathema  X: 
If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  who  was  crucified  in  his 
flesh  is  true  God  and  Lord  of  Glory  and  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  let  him  be 
anathema.  149 
In  the  tenth  anathema,  the  council  sanctions  the  `theopaschite'  theology  of  the  `neo- 
Chalcedonians'.  The  wording  of  this  formula,  however,  is  careful  and  does  not  provoke 
as  much  as  the  unus  de  (ex)  trinitate  crucifixus  est  would  do. 
The  expression  `Lord  of  Glory'  refers  to  the  biblical  foundation  of  the  council's 
`theopaschism'  (`for  had  they  known  it,  they  would  not  have  crucified  the  Lord  of 
glory;  '  [1  Cor.  2.8]).  This  `theopaschism'  is  also  founded  in  the  Nicene  Creed:  `the  Son 
of  God...  who  was  crucified  (Qravpwdivra)  for  us  under  Pontius  Pilate  and  suffered 
(=tövra)  and  was  buried.  '  This  idea  is  also  found  in  the  writings  of  fathers  such 
Gregory  Nazianzen:  `We  needed  a  God  made  flesh  and  put  to  death'  (ESErjt  i7,  Uev  OEoü 
QapxovpEvov  Kai  veKpovpevov  Eva  ýijo  vpsv).  "so  As  we  have  seen,  it  is  also 
central  in  the  teaching  of  Cyril""  and  Proclus  of  Constantinople'  152 
Cyril  in  his  Second  Letter  to  Nestorius  (Obloquuntur)  clearly  explains  what  he 
meant  by  saying  that  the  God-Logos  `suffered  in  the  flesh'.  The  key  to  understanding 
the  Logos'  `suffering'  is  Cyril's  hypostatic  union.  As  the  God-Logos  united  the  human 
nature  (rd  av5paIrtvov)  in  his  own  hypostasis,  he  appropriated  what  was  proper  to  his 
own  flesh.  Thus,  we  can  say  that  he  was  born,  died  or  resurrected  because  he 
appropriated  the  birth,  the  death  or  the  resurrection  of  his  own  flesh.  That,  Cyril 
explains,  does  not  mean  that  the  Logos  ceased  to  be  impassible;  but  since  he  was  the 
only  subject  in  Christ  and  as  the  human  element  was  naturally  his,  what  was  happening 
1147  Nestorius  specifically  denied  the  charge  that  he  divided  the  worship:  `I  distinguish  the  natures  but  I 
unite  them  in  worship'  (Loofs,  Nestoriana,  p.  262). 
1145  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  217,31-218,3  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  242,24-29  (Greek). 
1149  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  218,5-6  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  242,30-31  (Greek). 
"'0  In  sanctum  Pascha,  PG  36,661C.  Cited  by  Meyendorff,  Christ,  p.  71. 
1151  Twelfth  Anathema. 
1152  See  Part  Two,  Chapter  I. 240 
to  the  latter  can  be  said  of  happening  to  himself.  ""  As  Meyendorff  remarks,  this 
`theopaschism'  did  not  presuppose  a  different  doctrine  `from  what  is implied  by  the  title 
of  Theotokos  applied  to  Mary:  only  somebody  (not  `something')  can  be  born  of  a 
woman,  and  only  somebody  (not  `something')  can  suffer  and  die'.  "` 
The  council  also  fully  employed  the  teaching  of  Leontius  of  Jerusalem  on  how  in 
the  one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  the  flesh  could  suffer  whereas  the  divine  nature 
remained  impassible.  ""  Because  of  `synthesis'  the  Logos  suffers  in  his  own  human 
nature  (not  in  the  human  nature  of  another  subject)  without  his  divinity  being  affected. 
Anathema  XI: 
If  anyone  does  not  anathematise  Arius,  Eunomius,  Macedonius,  Apollinarius, 
Nestorius,  Eutyches  and  Origen,  along  with  their  impious  writings,  and  all 
other  heretics  who  were  condemned  and  anathematised  by  the  Holy  Catholic 
and  Apostolic  Church  and  the  four  Holy  Councils  that  were  mentioned  above, 
and  those  who  held  or  still  hold  the  same  as  the  above  mentioned  heretics  and 
remain  in  their  impiety  to  the  end,  let  him  be  anathema.  "" 
Along  with  the  old  heretics  the  council  anathematise  those  who  still  hold  their 
doctrines,  a  clear  reference  to  the  contemporary  Monophysites  as  well  as  the  defenders 
of  the  Three  Chapters.  The  expression  `remain  in  their  impiety  to  the  end'  is  probably  a 
reference  to  Theodore,  who  is  condemned  posthumously.  "" 
The  twelfth,  thirteenth  and  fourteenth  anathemas  condemn  the  Three  Chapters: 
Anathema  XII: 
If  anyone  defends  the  impious  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  who  said  that  the 
God-Logos  is  one  person  and  Christ  is  another,  who  was  disturbed  by  the 
passions  of  the  soul  and  the  desires  of  the  flesh  and  was  gradually  freed  from 
the  lesser  passions,  and  thus  became  better  by  the  progress  of  his  deeds  and 
irreproachable  by  the  way  he  lived.  [If  anyone  defends  the  impious  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia,  who  also  said]  that  Christ  was  baptised  as  a  mere  man  in  the 
name  of  the  Father  and  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  that  through  the 
baptism  he  received  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  became  worthy  of  the 
adoption,  and  that  he  is  worshipped  equally  with  the  God-Logos  in  the  way  we 
honour  the  image  of  a  king,  and  that  after  the  Resurrection  he  became 
immutable  with  regard  to  his  thoughts  and  completely  sinless.  And  again  the 
same  impious  Theodore  said  that  the  union  of  the  God-Logos  to  Christ  was 
done  in  the  same  way  as  the  Apostle  said  of  the  man  and  woman  `They  two 
shall  be  one  flesh'  [Eph.  5.31].  And  [the  same  Theodore],  among  his  other 
numerous  blasphemies,  has  dared  to  say  that  after  the  resurrection  when  the 
Lord  breathed  upon  his  disciples  and  said  `Receive  the  Holy  Spirit'  [John 
"s'  See  Part  One,  Chapter  II. 
1154  Imperial,  p.  219. 
ý,  ss  AN,  PG  86,1768'D.  See  Part  Two,  Chapter  I. 
"s6  ACO,  iv,  1,  p.  218,8-13  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  242,32-37  (Greek). 
"s'  Grillmeier,  Christ,  11,2,  p.  451. 241 
20.22],  he  did  not  give  them  the  Spirit  but  he  did  that  only  as  a  sign.  The  same 
Theodore  also  said  that  the  confession  of  Thomas  `my  Lord  and  my  God'  [John 
20.28],  which  he  said  after  the  resurrection,  when  he  touched  the  hands  and  the 
side  of  the  Lord,  was  not  said  in  reference  to  Christ,  but  that  Thomas,  surprised 
at  the  extraordinary  event  of  the  Resurrection,  praised  God  who  had  raised 
Christ  from  the  dead.  And  what  is  worse,  the  same  Theodore  in  his  supposed 
interpretation  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  comparing  Christ  to  Plato, 
Manichaeus,  Epicurus  and  Marcion,  says  that  as  each  of  these  men  having 
discovered  their  own  doctrine,  had  given  his  name  to  his  disciples,  who  were 
called  accordingly  Platonists,  Manicheans,  Epicureans  and  Marcionites,  in  the 
same  way,  Christ  having  discovered  his  own  doctrine,  his  disciples  are  called 
Christians  after  him.  If,  then,  anyone  defends  the  above  mentioned  most 
impious  Theodore  and  his  impious  writings,  in  which  he  pours  out  the 
blasphemies  mentioned  above  and  countless  others  besides  against  our  Great 
God  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  and  does  not  anathematise  him  and  his  impious 
writings  and  all  those  who  accept  or  defend  him  or  who  say  that  his  teaching 
was  orthodox  and  those  who  wrote  in  favour  of  him  and  of  his  impious  works 
and  those  who  share  the  same  opinions  or  those  who  have  shared  them  and 
insisted  on  this  heresy  to  the  end;  let  him  be  anathema.  11S8 
Anathema  XIII: 
If  anyone  defends  the  impious  writings  of  Theodoret,  directed  against  the  true 
faith  and  against  the  first  holy  council  of  Ephesus  and  against  St.  Cyril  and  his 
Twelve  Chapters,  and  [defends]  all  that  he  wrote  in  favour  of  the  impious 
Theodore  and  Nestorius,  and  in  favour  of  others  who  share  the  same  opinions 
as  the  mentioned  above  Theodore  and  Nestorius  and  who  accept  them  and 
their  impiety.  If  anyone  defending  the  above  mentioned  gives  the  name  of 
impious  to  the  doctors  of  the  Church,  who  profess  and  confess  the  hypostatic 
union  of  the  God-Logos  and  does  not  anathematise  the  above  mentioned 
impious  writings  and  those  held  or  still  hold  the  same  opinions  and  those  who 
wrote  against  the  right  faith  or  against  St.  Cyril  and  his  Twelve  Chapters  and 
who  died  holding  this  impiety,  let  him  be  anathema.  1S' 
Anathema  XIV: 
If  anyone  defends  the  Letter  which  Ibas  is  said""  to  have  written  to  Maris  the 
Persian,  which  denies  that  the  God-Logos  was  made  man  of  the  holy 
Theotokös  and  ever-Virgin  Mary,  but  says  that  She  gave  birth  to  a  mere  man, 
whom  it  calls  temple,  as  if  the  God-Logos  was  one  person  and  the  man 
another;  he  also  reprehends  St.  Cyril,  who  taught  the  right  faith  of  Christians, 
as  a  heretic  and  accuses  him  of  having  written  things  like  the  impious 
Apollinarius.  He  also  accuses  the  first  council  of  Ephesus  that  it  deposed 
Nestorius  without  trial  and  investigation,  and  calls  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  St. 
Cyril  impious  and  contrary  to  the  right  faith,  and  defends  Theodore  and 
Nestorius  and  their  impious  doctrines  and  writings.  If  anyone,  then,  defends 
the  above  mentioned  Letter  and  does  not  anathematise  it  and  those  who  defend 
it  and  who  say  that  it  is  right  or  a  part  of  it  is  right  and  who  wrote  or  write  in 
"58  ACO,  IV,  1,  pp.  218,15-219,11  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  243,1-30  (Greek). 
159  ACO,  IV,  1,  p.  219,13-21  (Latin);  Ibid.,  pp.  243,31-244,6  (Greek). 
160  The  council  shares  Justinian's  doubt  about  the  authenticity  of  the  Letter.  Cf.  Part  Two,  Chapter  II. 242 
favour  of  it  or  in  favour  of  the  impieties  which  are  contained  in  it,  and  who 
dare  defend  it  or  defend  the  impieties  which  are  contained  in  it  in  the  name  of 
the  holy  fathers  or  of  the  holy  council  of  Chalcedon,  and  remain  in  these 
impieties  to  the  end,  let  him  be  anathema.  1" 
Conclusion 
The  doctrinal  work  of  the  fifth  ecumenical  council  can  be  summarised  in  the  following 
points:  a)  it  identified  the  one  hypostasis  and  prosopon  of  the  Chalcedonian  definition 
with  the  hypostasis  and  prosopon  of  the  eternal  Logos,  b)  clarified  the  terms  physis, 
ousia,  hypostasis,  prosopon.  Physis  is  the  same  as  ousia,  and  hypostasis  the  same  as 
prosopon,  c)  sanctioned  the  christology  of  `synthesis'  which  enabled  theologians  to 
speak  of  one  subject  in  Christ,  both  passible  and  impassible,  both  divine  and  human 
without  affecting  the  integrity  of  the  natures,  and  d)  showed  that  the  controversial 
Cyrillian  formulae,  `out  of  two  physes'  and  `one  physis',  are  orthodox  when  properly 
understood,  i.  e.  when  by  them  one  Christ  in  two  natures  is  meant. 
This  christology  freed  the  Chalcedonian  doctrine  from  a  possible  Nestorian 
interpretation  by  showing  the  coherence  between  Cyril  and  Chalcedon.  It  also  showed 
that  the  Church  can  express  its  doctrine  in  more  than  one  way  as  long  as  the  essence  of 
the  faith  is  preserved.  Like  Leontius  and  Justinian,  the  conciliar  fathers  expressed  the 
Cyrillian  Chalcedonian  faith  in  a  way  that  preserved  all  its  basic  tenets  without  falling 
into  the  trap  of  inflexible  formulae. 
Many  maintain  that  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  ecclesiastical  unity,  the  council 
failed:  not  only  were  the  Monophysites  not  persuaded  by  the  alleged  concessions  to 
return  to  the  Catholic  church,  but  also  another  schism,  in  Italy,  was  caused.  In  my  view 
this  approach  is  wrong.  Although  the  council  was  -  as  it  ought  to  be  -  interested  in 
bringing  the  Monophysites  back  to  ecclesial  communion,  its  decisions  were  not  taken 
with  the  intention  of  pleasing  one  party  or  another  (the  fourteen  anathemas  condemn 
both  Nestorians  and  Monophysites).  The  conciliar  fathers  were  faced  with  real  doctrinal 
issues  and  tackled  them  by  expressing  their  faith.  Chalcedon  was  misinterpreted  by  both 
Nestorians  and  Monophysites  and  its  true  mind  ought  to  be  manifested.  This  is  what  the 
fifth  council  did  and  in  this  sense  it  was  a  success,  giving  priority  to  dogmatic  rectitude. 
16'  ACO,  Iv,  1,  pp.  219,23-220,5  (Latin);  Ibid.,  p.  244,7-21  (Greek). 243 
CHAPTER  IV 
CONCLUSION 
The  two  great  christological  deviations  of  the  early  Church,  that  of  Nestorius  with  its 
anthropological  maximalism,  and  that  of  Eutyches  with  its  anthropological  minimalism, 
distorted  the  traditional  ecclesial  faith  in  Christ  as  God  himself  who  truly  became  man 
to  save  the  world.  Ephesus  1  (431)  tackled  the  problem  of  Nestorius  successfully,  but 
did  not  provide  safeguards  against  a  devaluation  of  Christ's  humanity.  Ephesus'  great 
father,  Cyril,  was  the  author  of  the  most  complete  and  profound  exposition  of  the 
christological  doctrine,  but  also  -  inadvertently  -  the  source  of  a  lasting  division.  His 
obscure  language  and  in  particular  his  use  of  the  problematic  formula  `one  incarnate 
physis  of  the  God-Logos'  was  the  cause  of  great  misunderstanding  in  the  ensuing  years. 
In  some  circles,  Christ's  perfect  humanity  was  in  doubt.  Eutyches'  abuse  of  Cyril's 
doctrine  gave  Chalcedon  the  chance  to  restore  the  balance:  Christ  is  the  Self-same 
perfect  God  and  perfect  man. 
The  great  achievement  of  Chalcedon,  despite  its  careful  formulation,  was 
misunderstood.  The  strict  Cyrillians  ý  or  Monophysites  saw  in  its  Definition  the 
vindication  of  Nestorius.  The  `in  two  natures'  of  Leo  and  the  Chalcedonian  Horos  was, 
for  them,  splitting  the  one  Christ  into  two  and  was  certainly  in  opposition  to  the 
Cyrillian  `one  physis'  formula. 
Interestingly,  the  view  that  Chalcedon  abandoned  Cyril  is  not  exclusive  to  the 
Monophysites.  A  great  number  of  modem  scholars  believed  the  same.  As  we  have  seen 
this  is  far  from  true.  The  Chalcedonian  fathers,  Cyrillians  in  their  vast  majority,  clearly 
felt  that  their  duty  was  specifically  to  correct  the  canonical  errors  of  the  `Robber 
Council'  and  not  to  define  the  faith  beyond  the  boundaries  that  Cyril  had  set.  It  was  with 
great  reluctance  that  they  proceded  to  draft  a  definition.  The  document  that  they  almost 
unanimously  approved  included  the  Cyrillian  formula  `out  of  two  natures'.  It  was  under 
pressure  that  they  agreed  to  scrap  it  in  favour  of  the  present  Definition  which  contains 
Leo's  `in  two  natures'.  And  that  they  did  only  after  they  had  tested  the  orthodoxy  of  the 
Tome  by  comparing  it  with  Cyril's  Twelve  Anathemas. 
The  strict  duophysites,  on  the  other  hand,  although  formally  denouncing 
Nestorius,  still  did  not  appreciate  the  unitive  character  of  its  Definition.  Conducive  to 
this  was  a  degree  of  vagueness  in  Chalcedon's  language.  It  decreed  that  the  two  natures 
were  united  in  one  prosopon  and  one  hypostasis,  but  did  not  make  clear  whether  this 
prosopon  or  hypostasis  was  that  of  the  Logos  or  of  the  Theodorene/Nestorian  Christ 244 
(prosopon  of  the  union).  Thus,  the  radical  duophysitism  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia, 
alien  both  to  Cyril  and  Chalcedon,  continued  to  be  popular  in  some  formally 
Chalcedonian  circles.  It  was  time  for  a  clear  exposition  of  the  christological  doctrine 
which  would  show  -  in  terms  understood  by  all  -  that  Cyril  and  Chalcedon  believed 
alike.  This  was  undertaken  by  a  group  of  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians,  the  so  called  `neo- 
Chalcedonians'. 
The  `neo-Chalcedonians'  aimed  to  show  that,  just  like  Cyril,  Chalcedon  taught 
that  Christ  was  the  Logos  himself  in  the  flesh.  Chalcedon's  one  hypostasis  or  prosopon 
was  the  one  hypostasis  or  prosopon  of  the  eternal  Logos.  On  the  other  hand  Chalcedon's 
`in  two  natures'  was  also  intended  by  Cyril,  if  not  expressly  proclaimed.  Cyril's  `one 
physis'  was  not  necessarily  a  monophysitic  statement.  What  it  meant  was  that  Christ 
was  one  in  two  physes  or  ousiai. 
This doctrine  became  the  doctrine  of  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council  which  was  the 
climax  of  the  attempt  of  the  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  to  clarify  their  doctrine. 
The  terminological  confusion  required  a  clear  definition  of  the  terms  physis, 
ousia,  hypostasis,  prosopon.  Chalcedon  had  initiated  the  process  of  the  identification  of 
prosopon  with  hypostasis.  Justinian  and  the  Fifth  Council  would  complete  it.  This 
identification  did  not  intend  to  weaken  the  concept  of  hypostasis  but  to  strengthen  that 
of  prosopon.  So  now  prosopon  means  what  hypostasis  has  always  meant,  i.  e.  the 
individuated  being,  the  concrete  personal  existence.  Also  physis,  clearly  dissociated 
from  hypostasis,  is  identified  with  ousia. 
The  basis  of  the  christology  of  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council  is  the  union 
according  to  hypostasis  or  synthesis.  This  was  a  great  advance  on  both  the  Cyrillian  and 
the  Chalcedonian  formulation  of  the  hypostatic  union.  After  the  incarnation,  the  eternal 
hypostasis  of  the  Logos  became  synthetic,  since  not  only  the  divine,  but  also  the  human 
nature  subsists  in  him.  The  union  according  to  hypostasis  or  synthesis  enabled  the 
Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  to  maintain  the  duality  of  the  elements  in  Christ  and  to  identify 
his  hypostasis  or  prosopon  with  that  of  the  Logos.  As  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council 
explained,  synthesis  excludes  both  confusion  and  division. 
In  the  teaching  of  Justinian  and  fifth  council,  the  union  according  to  hypostasis  or 
synthesis,  as  opposed  to  union  according  to  nature  which  based  the  union  on  the  level  of 
physis,  regards  the  hypostasis  as  the  meeting  point  of  the  two  natures.  Humanity 
becomes  part  of  the  eternal  hypostasis  of  the  Logos.  It  is  not  a  union  between  physes  but 245 
a  union  of  the  hypostatised  nature  of  the  Logos  with  the  anhypostatic  humanity.  Thus, 
both  the  difference  of  the  natures  and  the  oneness  of  the  subject  in  Christ  are  secured. 
In  clarifying  Chalcedon,  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council  explained  how  the  `in  two 
natures'  ought  to  be  understood.  By  it,  one  should  not  infer  that  the  natures  are  self- 
existent  but  that  the  one  Christ  exists  in  two  natures,  divinity  and  humanity.  Christ  is  a 
single  subject  of  attribution,  that  of  the  Logos,  of  whom  all  of  Christ's  actions  are  to  be 
predicated. 
Thus,  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council  produced  a  christology  which  preserved  the 
strong  unitive  character  of  the  Cyrillian  faith  without  harming  the  Chalcedonian 
emphasis  on  Christ's  perfect  humanity.  Christ  is  the  Logos,  but  the  Logos  became  truly 
man  so  he  is  at  the  same  time  perfect  God  and  perfect  man. 
At  the  same  time  and,  perhaps  even  more  importantly,  this  christology  shows  a 
profound  soteriological  concern.  With  Christ  being  the  Logos  himself,  one  of  the 
Trinity,  human  salvation  is  wrought  directly  by  God.  He  saves  the  world  because  he 
makes  everything  man  is  -  except  sin  -  his  own.  He  bestows  men  with  immortality, 
because  he  makes  their  death  his  own.  It  could  not  have  been  otherwise.  The  death  of  a 
mere  man  or  even  Christ's  impersonal  human  nature  could  not  have  saved  the  world.  By 
endorsing  the  most  complete  and  profound,  in  my  opinion,  christological  system,  that  of 
Cyril  of  Alexandria,  the  fifth  council,  abolished  any  idea  of  the  God-Logos  being  a 
remote,  heavenly  Creator  and  Ruler  who  expresses  his  love  to  his  creatures  indirectly, 
through  his  grace  or  `good  will'.  Cyril's  God-Logos  is  the  God  of  kenosis,  the  God  who 
really  became  flesh  by  making  our  nature  his  own  in  order  to  save  it.  And  salvation  for 
Cyril  and  the  ecclesiastical  tradition  that  he  represents  cannot  be  accomplished 
otherwise  than  through  `deification'.  According  to  this  tradition,  humankind  is  saved  not 
so  much  by  Christ's  atonement,  but  mainly  by  his  uniting  our  nature  to  his  divinity  and, 
thus,  healing  it.  The  establishment  of  the  latter  idea  is  one  of  the  greatest  contributions 
of  the  Byzantine  theologians,  and,  in  particular  of  the  Fifth  Council,  to  christology  and 
soteriology. 
This  kind  of  christology  was  in  direct  opposition  to  the  one  proclaimed  by  the 
Three  Chapters.  Whether  they  (mainly  Theodore  and  Ibas)  taught  two  persons  and  `two 
Sons'  or  not,  the  undisputed  fact  is  that  their  doctrine  lacked  both  the  unitive  character 
and  the  soteriological  dimension  of  that  of  Cyril  as  well  as  Chalcedon.  The  view  that 
their  duophysitism  was  that  of  Chalcedon  was  wrong  and  for  this  reason  Justinian  and 
the  fifth  council  did  well  to  disassociate  them  from  the  fourth  council. 246 
The  work  of  Justinian  and  the  fifth  council  was  significant  not  only  on  the 
doctrinal  level  but  also  on  the  ecclesiastical.  Although  in  my  view  the  objective  of  the 
fifth  council  was  primarily  to  clarify  Chalcedon  and  not  to  tempt  the  Monophysites 
back,  its  doctrinal  formulation  is  a  true  ecumenical  document  that  could  accommodate 
the  moderate  Monophysites.  Without  compromising  the  integrity  of  the  faith,  Justinian 
and  the  fathers  of  the  fifth  council  formulated  the  christological  doctrine  in  such  a  way 
as  to  include  both  orthodox  duophysitism  and  orthodox  (Cyrillian)  monophysitism.  162 
The  fact  that  of  Theodoret's  works,  only  those  written  against  Cyril  were  condemned, 
shows  that  the  fifth  council  was  careful  not  to  exclude  the  Antiochian  christology  from 
the  tradition  of  the  Church!  161 
It  is  very  unfortunate  that  the  unrest  which  was  caused  by  the  Three  Chapters 
issue  and  the  passions  it  raised  has  blurred  the  view  of  the  theological  developments 
themselves.  Thus  the  contribution  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  has  not  been 
adequately  appreciated.  The  fathers  of  Constantinople  II  protected  Chalcedon  from  a 
disastrous  Nestorian  interpretation  and  thus  made  sure  that  today's  Western  (Roman 
Catholic  and  Protestant)  and  Eastern  (Chalcedonian  Orthodox)  Churches  are  orthodox  in 
their  christology.  On  the  other  hand,  they  also  protected  Cyril  from  an  equally  disastrous 
monophysite  interpretation  of  his  thought  (without,  however  succeeding  in  convincing 
the  anti-Chalcedonians  for  the  latter). 
All  in  all,  despite  the  obscure  moments  during  the  Three  Chapters  controversy,  the 
theological  work  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  represents  decisive  progress  towards  a 
more  complete  manifestation  of  the  faith  that  the  Church  has  always  held  regarding  the 
mystery  of  the  Person  of  Christ  and  his  salvific  work.  In  doing  this  the  fifth  council 
integrated  in  its  definition  the  true  faith  of  the  previous  two  christological  councils.  It 
was  a  reflection  of  this  truth  and  a  big  step  towards  unity  that  the  anti-Chalcedonian  and 
Eastern  Orthodox  Churches  in  a  joint  statement  at  their  meeting  in  Aarhus,  Denmark 
(1964),  proclaimed:  `The  Council  of  Chalcedon  (451),  we  realize,  can  only  be 
understood  as  reaffirming  the  decisions  of  Ephesus  (431),  and  best  understood  in  the 
"62  Cf.  Meyendorff,  Imperial,  p.  247.  Frank,  `The  Council  of  Constantinople  II'  (passim). 
163  Cf.  Meyendorff,  loc.  cit. 247 
light  of  the  later  Council  of  Constantinople  (553).  '164  This  in  fact  sums  up  the  thesis  of 
this  study. 
""  P.  Gregorios-W.  H.  Lazareth-N.  A.  Nissiotis  (eds.  ),  Does  Chalcedon  Divide  or  Unite?  Towards 
Convergence  in  Orthodox  Christology  (Geneva:  1981),  p.  3. 248 
APPENDIX 
I.  ST.  CYRIL'S  TWELVE  ANATHEMAS  AGAINST  NESTORIANISM 
(From  his  Third  Letter  to  Nestorius,  PG  77,120-124;  ACO,  i,  1,1,  pp.  40-42;  En.  tr. 
from  J.  Stevenson  (rev.  W.  H.  C.  Frend)  Creeds,  Councils  and  Controversies,  SPCK, 
London  1989,  pp  307-308.  ) 
I.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  Emmanuel  to  be  very  God,  and  does  not  acknowledge  the 
Holy  Virgin  consequently  to  be  Theotokos,  for  she  brought  forth  after  the  flesh  the 
Word  of  God  become  flesh,  let  him  be  anathema. 
II.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the  Word  which  is  of  God  the  Father  has  been 
personally  united  to  flesh,  and  is  one  Christ  with  his  own  flesh,  the  same  (person) 
being  both  God  and  man  alike,  let  him  be  anathema. 
III.  If  anyone  in  the  one  Christ  divides  the  personalities  [hypostases],  i.  e.  the  human  and 
the  divine,  after  the  union,  connecting  them  only  by  a  connection  of  dignity  or 
authority  or  rule,  and  not  rather  by  a  union  of  natures  let  him  be  anathema. 
IV.  If  anyone  distributes  to  two  Persons  or  Subsistences  (üirocrdocts)  the  expressions 
used  both  in  the  Gospels  and  in  the  Epistles,  or  used  of  Christ  by  the  Saints,  or  by 
him  of  himself,  attributing  some  to  a  man  conceived  of  separately,  apart  from  the 
Word  which  is  of  God,  and  attributing  others,  as  befitting  God,  exclusively  to  the 
Word  which  is  of  God  the  Father,  let  him  be  anathema. 
V.  If  anyone  dares  to  say  that  Christ  is  a  man  who  carries  God  (within  him),  and  not 
rather  he  is  God  in  truth,  as  one  Son  even  by  nature,  even  as  the  Word  became  flesh, 
and  became  partaker  in  like  manner  as  ourselves  of  blood  and  flesh  [Heb.  2.14],  let 
him  be  anathema. 
VI.  If  anyone  dares  to  say  that  the  Word  which  is  of  God  the  Father  is  the  God  or  Master 
of  Christ,  and  does  not  rather  confess  the  same  to  be  both  God  and  man  alike,  the 
Word  having  become  flesh  according  to  the  Scriptures,  let  him  be  anathema. 
VII.  If  anyone  says  that  Jesus  as  a  man  was  actuated  by  God  the  Word,  and  that  he  was 
invested  with  the  glory  of  the  only-begotten,  as  being  other  than  he,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
VIII.  If  anyone  dares  to  say  that  the  man  who  was  assumed  ought  to  be  worshipped 
jointly  with  God  the  Word,  and  glorified  jointly,  and  ought  jointly  to  share  the  name 
of  God,  as  one  in  another  (for  the  word  `jointly'  which  is  always  added  obliges  one  to 249 
understand  this),  and  does  not  rather  honour  Emmanuel  with  one  worship,  and  offer 
to  him  one  ascription  of  Glory,  inasmuch  as  the  Word  has  become  flesh,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
IX.  If  anyone  says  that  the  one  Lord,  Jesus  Christ,  was  glorified  by  the  Spirit,  as  though 
the  power  which  he  exercised  was  another's  received  through  the  Spirit,  and  not  his 
own,  and  that  he  received  from  the  Spirit  the  power  of  countervailing  unclean  spirits, 
and  of  working  divine  miracles  upon  men,  and  does  not  rather  say  that  it  was  his  own 
Spirit  by  whom  he  wrought  divine  miracles,  let  him  be  anathema. 
X.  Divine  Scripture  says,  that  Christ  became  High  Priest  and  Apostle  of  our  confession 
[Heb.  3,1],  and  that  he  offered  up  himself  for  us  for  a  sweet-smelling  savour  to  God 
the  Father  [Eph.  5,2].  If  then  anyone  says  that  it  was  not  the  very  Word  of  God 
himself  who  became  our  High-Priest  and  Apostle,  when  he  became  flesh  and  man  as 
we,  but  another  than  he,  and  distinct  from  him,  a  man  born  of  a  woman;  or  if  anyone 
says  that  he  offered  the  sacrifice  for  himself  also,  and  not  rather  for  us  alone,  for  he 
who  knew  no  sin  had  no  need  of  offering,  let  him  be  anathema. 
XI.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the  Lord's  flesh  is life-giving,  and  that  it  is  the  own 
flesh  of  the  Word  of  God  the  Father,  but  affirms  that  it  is  the  flesh  of  another  than  he, 
connected  with  him  by  dignity,  or  as  having  only  a  divine  indwelling,  and  not  rather, 
as  we  said,  that  it  is  life-giving,  because  it  has  become  the  own  flesh  of  the  Word 
who  is  able  to  quicken  all  things,  let  him  be  anathema. 
XII.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the  Word  of  God  suffered  in  the  flesh,  and  was 
crucified  in  the  flesh,  and  tasted  death  in  the  flesh,  and  became  the  first-born  from  the 
dead  [Col.  1,18],  even  as  he  is  both  Life  and  Life-giving,  as  God,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
II.  THE  LETTER  OF  IBAS  TO  MARLS 
I.  I  hastened  to  let  your  bright  wisdom  -  who  can  understand  many  things  through  little 
information  -  know,  in  brief,  what  happened  here  before  and  what  is  happening  now. 
[I  did  so]  because  I  know  that  by  writing  to  your  Godliness  what  is  happening  here, 
this  [the  events]  will  be  known  to  everybody  there  through  your  promptness  [to  let 
them  know].  [What  you  should  tell  them  is]  that  the  God  -  given  Scriptures  have  not 
changed  in  any  way.  Now,  I  should  start  the  story  by  mentioning  things  that  you  also 
know. 250 
II.  There  has  been  a  quarrel  (on  account  of  which  your  Godliness  was  here)  between 
these  two  men,  namely  Nestorius  and  Cyril,  who  wrote  against  each  other  harmful 
words  that  scandalised  those  who  heard  them. 
III.  Nestorius  said  in  his  sermons,  as  your  Godliness  knows  well,  that  the  blessed  Mary  is 
not  the  Mother  of  God,  to  the  effect  that  many  came  to  believe  that  he  [Nestorius]  is 
from  the  heresy  of  Paul  of  Samosata  who  held  that  Christ  was  a  mere  man. 
IV.  Cyril,  on  the  other  hand,  willing  to  counter  Nestorius'  arguments  he  slipped  and 
found  himself  fallen  into  the  doctrine  of  Apollinarius.  For,  he,  like  the  latter,  wrote 
that  the  God  -  Logos  Himself  became  man,  as  if  there  was  not  any  difference 
between  the  temple  and  the  one  who  lives  in  it.  He  wrote  the  Twelve  Chapters,  which 
I  think  your  Godliness  knows  well,  and  which  proclaim  that  the  nature  of  both  the 
divinity  and  the  humanity  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  one,  and  that  we  should  not,  he 
[Cyril]  contends,  divide  what  has  been  said  of  Christ  either  by  Himself  or  by  the 
evangelists. 
V.  How  much  impiety  these  [the  Twelve  Chapters]  are  filled  with  your  Holiness  knows 
very  well  even  before  my  telling  you.  How  can  one  take  the  Logos  who  is  from  the 
beginning  for  the  temple  who  was  born  of  Mary,  or  apply  that  `for  thou  hast  made 
him  a  little  lower  than  the  angels'  [Ps.  8.5]  to  the  divinity  of  the  Only  Begotten?  For 
the  Church  so  teaches,  as  your  Godliness  knows  well  and  has  been  taught  from  the 
beginning,  and  was  supported  by  the  divine  teaching  that  comes  from  the  words  of 
the  blessed  Fathers,  [that  there  are]  two  natures  and  at  the  same  time  one  power,  one 
person  which  means  that  there  is  one  Son  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 
VI.  For  this  quarrel  the  victorious  and  pious  kings  ordered  the  leaders  of  the  bishops  in 
Ephesus  to  gather  and  judge  the  words  of  Cyril  and  Nestorius.  116S  But  before  all  the 
bishops  who  were  called  came  to  Ephesus,  the  same  Cyril  rushed  and  prejudiced  the 
bishops  with  the  poison  that  makes  the  eyes  of  the  wise  blind;  and  the  reason  for 
doing  this  was  his  hatred  towards  Nestorius.  And  before  His  Holiness  the  Archbishop 
of  Antioch  John  came  [to  the  Council],  they  [the  bishops]  discharged  Nestorius  from 
his  bishopric  without  having  studied  his  case. 
VII.  Two  days  after  the  excommunication  of  Nestorius  we  [the  bishops  of  the  Oriental 
Diocese]  arrived  at  Ephesus.  When  we  learnt  that  during  Nestorius'  judgement  the 
1165  This  is  the  third  Ecumenical  Council  of  Ephesus  (AD  431). 251 
bishops  confirmed  Cyril's  Twelve  Chapters  that  are  against  the  true  faith  and 
accepted  them  as  being  in  line  with  the  true  faith,  all  the  bishops  of  the  East 
discharged  Cyril  and  abstain  from  communion  with  the  bishops  who  accepted  the 
Twelve  Chapters.  After  this  disorder  everybody  returned  to  his  own  see  while 
Nestorius  was  unable  to  return  to  Ephesus  as  he  was  been  hated  by  the  people  and  the 
leaders  of  the  city.  Thus,  the  Council  of  the  Easterners  remained  there  without 
communicating  with  those  who  supported  Cyril. 
VIII.  Because  of  this  there  was  sorrow  between  them  and  the  bishops  were  quarrelling 
with  one  another  and  the  people  alike.  Thus,  there  was  fulfilled  what  is  written  in  the 
Bible,  that  "man's  domestics  became  his  enemies.  "  For  this  reason  the  Greeks  [i.  e. 
the  Gentiles]  and  heretics  mocked  us  and  nobody  dared  move  from  one  city  or  land 
to  another  but  everybody  was  persecuting  one  another. 
IX.  Many,  for  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before  their  eyes,  or  with  the  pretext  that  they 
have  zeal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Church,  rushed  to  materialise  the  hatred  they  had 
hidden  in  their  hearts.  One  of  them  is  the  tyrant166  of  our  city,  whom  you  know  as 
well,  and  who  fights  not  only  against  those  who  are  alive  but  also  against  those  who 
have  long  departed  to  the  Lord. 
X.  Among  the  latter  is  the  blessed  Theodore  the  herald  of  the  truth  and  teacher  of  the 
Church,  who  not  only  slapped  the  heretics  with  his  right  faith  during  his  life  time  but 
also  after  his  death  he  left  through  his  treatises  a  spiritual  weapon  to  the  children  of 
the  Church.  This  your  Godliness  came  to  know  when  you  met  him  and  you  were 
convinced  [about  his  right  faith]  by  reading  his  writings.  This  man  the  one  who  dares 
to  do  everything  [i.  e.  Rabbulas]  dared  to  anathematise  publicly  in  the  Church,  [this 
man]  who  out  of  zeal  for  God  not  only  his  own  city  brought  from  error  back  to  the 
truth,  but  also  edified  by  his  teaching  the  far  away  Churches.  And  there  has  been 
much  search  for  his  books  everywhere,  not  because  they  were  alien  to  the  true  faith 
(behold,  he  [Rabbulas]  constantly  used  to  praise  him  [Theodore]  when  he  was  alive 
and  read  his  books),  but  because  of  the  hidden  hatred  that  he  had  against  him  as  he 
had  criticised  him  at  the  Council. 
XI.  As  all  these  bad  things  were  happening  and  everybody  was  leaving  as  he  wished  - 
according  to  what  is  written  in  the  Bible  -  our  venerable  God  who  out  of  His 
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philanthropy  always  takes  care  of  His  Churches,  prompted  the  heart  of  the  most 
faithful  and  victorious  king  to  send  a  great  man,  who  was  known  to  him  from  his 
palace,  to  make  His  Holiness  the  Archbishop  of  the  East  John  reconcile  with  Cyril, 
for  he  [John]  had  excommunicated  him. 
XII.  Then,  [John]  after  he  received  the  letters  from  the  King,  sent  His  Holiness  the 
bishop  of  Emisa  Paul  [to  Cyril]  with  a  confession  of  the  true  faith.  He  ordered  him 
that,  if  Cyril  subscribed  to  that  faith  and  anathematised  those  who  say  that  God 
suffered  and  those  who  say  that  there  is  one  nature  for  both  the  divinity  and  the 
humanity,  he  would  communicate  with  him. 
XIII.  Thus,  the  Lord,  who  always  takes  care  of  His  Own  Church  which  he  redeemed  by 
His  Own  blood,  wished  to  soften  the  heart  of  the  Egyptian  [i.  e.  Cyril]  so  that  he 
agrees  the  faith  without  mutilation  and  everybody  accepts  it  and  anathematises  those 
outside  it.  So,  everybody  having  communicated  with  one  another  the  strife  was 
removed  from  their  midst  and  peace  was  made  in  the  Church.  Thereby,  there  was  no 
longer  schism  in  Her  [the  Church]  but  [there  was]  peace  as  in  the  past. 
XIV.  As  far  as  the  confession  of  His  Holiness  the  Archbishop  John  and  the  answer  he 
received  from  Cyril  is  concerned,  I  have  send  to  your  Godliness  the  relevant  texts 
attached  to  my  letter,  so  that  after  you  have  read  them  you  know  [about  the  issue]  and 
spread  the  good  message  to  all  our  brothers  who  love  peace.  You  should  tell  them 
that  the  strife  is  over  and  the  barrier  of  the  hatred  was  lifted  and  those  who 
improperly  attacked  the  alive  and  the  dead  are  ashamed,  being  confessing  for  their 
own  wrong  doings  and  teaching  against  what  their  prior  teaching.  For,  now,  nobody 
dares  say  that  there  is  one  nature  for  both  the  divinity  and  the  humanity,  but  they 
confess  their  faith  in  the  temple  and  the  one  who  dwells  in  it,  who  is  the  one  Son 
Jesus  Christ. 
XV.  I  wrote  this  to  your  Godliness  out  of  much  good  disposition  that  I  have  towards 
you,  convinced  that  your  Holiness  will  train  yourself  in  God's  teaching  night  and 
day,  so,  that  you  may  help  many. 
III.  A  COMPARATIVE  TABLE  OF  THE  ANATHEMAS  OF  JUSTINIAN  (CF)  AND 
CONSTANTINOPLE  II 
Justinian 
I.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  Father 
Constantinople  II 
I.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that  the 253 
and  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  Trinity 
consubstantial,  one  divinity  or 
nature  or  ousia  and  one  power  and 
authority  worshipped  in  three 
hypostases  or  persons,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
nature  or  ousia  of  the  Father,  of  the 
Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit  is  one,  as 
also  the  power  and  the  authority;  [if 
anyone  does  not  confess]  a 
consubstantial  Trinity,  one  Godhead 
worshipped  in  three  hypostases,  or 
persons:  let  him  be  anathema.  For 
there  is  one  God  and  Father,  from 
whom  are  all  things;  and  one  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  through  whom  are  all 
things;  and  one  Holy  Spirit  in  whom 
are  all  things. 
II.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that 
the  God-Logos  who  was  born  before 
all  ages  timelessly,  and  who,  in 
these  last  days,  came  down  from 
heaven  and  was  incarnate  of  the 
holy  and  glorious  Theotokos  and 
ever-Virgin  Mary  and  became  man, 
was  born  of  her  and,  because  of  this, 
the  two  births  are  the  God-Logos' 
own  births,  that  is,  the  one  which 
happened  in  a  bodiless  manner 
before  all  ages  and  the  other  in  these 
last  days  according  to  the  flesh,  let 
him  be  anathema. 
III.  If  anyone  says  that  the  God- 
Logos  who  performed  miracles  is 
one  and  the  Christ  who  suffered  is 
another,  or  [if  anyone]  says  that  the 
God-Logos  coexisted  with  Christ 
who  was  born  of  the  woman  or  was 
in  him  as  one  person  in  another,  but 
II.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that 
the  God-Logos  had  two  births;  the 
one  before  all  ages  from  the  Father 
timelessly  and  in  a  bodiless  manner; 
and  the  other  in  the  last  days  when 
the  Self-same  [the  Logos]  came 
down  from  heaven  and  was  made 
man  of  the  holy  and  glorious 
Theotokos  and  ever  Virgin  Mary 
and  was  born  of  her:  let  him  be 
anathema. 
III.  If  anyone  says  that  the  God- 
Logos  who  performed  miracles  is 
one  and  the  Christ  who  suffered  is 
another;  or  [if  anyone]  says  that  the 
God-Logos  coexisted  with  Christ 
who  was  born  of  the  woman  or  was 
in  him  as  one  person  in  another,  but 254 
that  he  was  not  the  one  and  the  same 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the  God- 
Logos  incarnate  and  made  man,  and 
that  His  miracles  and  sufferings 
which  He  voluntarily  endured  in  the 
flesh  were  not  of  the  same  person: 
let  him  be  anathema. 
that  He  was  not  the  one  and  the 
same  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the  God- 
Logos  incarnate  and  made  man,  and 
that  His  miracles  and  sufferings 
which  He  voluntarily  endured  in  the 
flesh  were  not  of  the  same  person: 
let  him  be  anathema. 
IV.  If  anyone  says  that  the  union  of 
the  God-Logos  to  man  was  effected 
according  to  grace  ('card  Zdpty)  or 
energy  ('car  '  hvcpyetav)  or 
equality  (Kar  '  iovrtpiav)  or 
authority  (Kar  aMevriav)  or 
effect  (dvacpopdv)  or  relation 
(aXEat  v)  or  power  (icarä 
86vapty)  or  according  to  the 
likeness  of  the  names  (icad 
opwvvuiav)  like  the  Nestorians 
who  call  the  God-Logos  and  the 
man  -  as  if  they  were  separate  - 
Christ  and,  thus,  confess  one  Christ 
only  in  name  (xard  pöv)7v  rrjv 
rpocqyopiav)  or  if  anyone  says 
that  the  union  was  effected 
`according  to  good  will'  ('car  ' 
eMoxiav),  like  Theodore  the 
heretic  says  using  the  same  words, 
in  the  sense  that  the  God-Logos  was 
pleased  with  the  man  because  the 
latter  believed  rightly  about  Him, 
but  does  not  confess  the  hypostatic 
union  of  the  God-Logos  with  flesh 
animated  with  rational  and 
intellectual  soul,  and  therefore  one 
IV.  If  anyone  says  that  the  union  of 
the  God-Logos  to  man  was  effected 
according  to  grace  (xard  Xdpty)  or 
energy  (rar  '  by  pystav)  or 
equality  (rar  '  iaottpiav)  or 
authority  (Kard  avOEvtiav)  or 
relation  (Kard  oxect  v)  or  effect 
(Kard  dvarpopäv)  or  power  (Kard 
SOvapty)  or  good  will  (rar  ' 
svSoxiav),  in  the  sense  that  the 
God-Logos  was  pleased  with  the 
man  because  the  latter  believed 
rightly  about  Him,  as  says  the 
senseless  Theodore,  or  [if  anyone 
says  that  this  union  was  effected] 
according  to  the  likeness  of  the 
names  (xao'  öpcvvvpiav)  as  the 
Nestorians  understand,  who  call  the 
God-Logos  Jesus  and  Christ  and  the 
man  [they  call]  separately  Christ  and 
Son,  and  thereby  they  evidently 
name  two  persons,  only 
disingenuously  confessing  one 
Person  and  one  Christ  as  far  as  the 
title  [naming],  the  honour,  the 
dignity  and  the  worship  are 
concerned.  If  anyone  also  does  not 255 
[does  not  confess]  His  one 
composite  hypostasis,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
confess  as  the  holy  Fathers  taught, 
that  the  union  of  the  God-Logos  was 
made  to  flesh  animated  with  rational 
and  intellectual  soul  by  way  of 
composition  (icarä  ovv&aiv),  that 
is  according  to  hypostasis  (xa0 
rö  vcraci  v),  and  that  therefore  the 
Logos'  hypostasis  is  one,  that  is  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  one  of  the  Holy 
Trinity:  let  him  be  anathema.  For  as 
the  union  is  understood  in  various 
ways,  those  who  follow  the  impiety 
of  Apollinarius  and  Eutyches, 
believe  in  the  union  according  to 
confusion,  proposing,  thus,  the 
elimination  of  the  parts  which  came 
together.  On  the  other  hand,  those 
who  hold  the  ideas  of  Theodore  and 
Nestorius  rejoicing  in  the  division  of 
the  natures  introduce  a  relative 
union.  Nevertheless,  the  Holy 
Church  of  God  rejecting  the  impiety 
of  both  heresies,  confesses  the  union 
of  the  God-Logos  to  the  flesh 
according  to  composition  which 
means  according  to  hypostasis.  For 
the  union  according  to  composition, 
with  regard  to  the  mystery  of  Christ, 
not  only  preserves  the  coming 
together  parts  unconfused,  but  also 
allows  no  separation. 
V.  If  anyone  understands  the 
expression  `one  hypostasis  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ'  in  this  sense,  that 256 
V.  If  anyone  calls  the  holy  glorious 
and  ever  -Virgin  Mary  Theotokos 
not  truly  but  in  a  false  acceptation 
(xazaxpicraxtvs)  or  in  a  relative 
sense,  or  [calls  Her]  the  mother  of 
man  (  'Avz9pa  nroröxos)  or  the 
mother  of  Christ  (XpurroröxoS)  as 
it  may  imply  the  existence  of  many 
hypostases,  and  [if  that  person] 
attempts,  thus,  to  introduce  into  the 
mystery  of  Christ  two  hypostases, 
that  is  two  persons,  and  he  calls 
these  two  persons  one  person 
according  to  dignity  and  honour  and 
worship,  as  Theodore  and  Nestorius 
insanely  wrote,  and  calumniate  the 
Holy  Council  of  Chalcedon  that  it 
allegedly  made  use  of  the  expression 
of  the  one  hypostasis  in  that  impious 
sense;  and  if  that  person  does  not 
confess  that  the  God-Logos  united 
Himself  to  flesh  according  to 
hypostasis,  and  therefore  that  His 
hypostasis  is  one,  that  is  his  person 
is  one,  and  also  that  the  holy 
Council  of  Chalcedon  professed  in 
the  same  way  that  the  hypostasis  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  one:  let  him 
be  anathema.  For  since  one  of  the 
Holy  Trinity  has  been  made  man 
viz.:  the  God-Logos,  the  Holy 
Trinity  has  not  been  increased  by  the 
addition  of  another  person  or 
hypostasis. 
VI.  If  anyone  calls  the  holy  glorious 
and  ever  -Virgin  Mary  Theotokos 
not  truly  but  in  a  false  acceptation 
(Kara%pqQrtKc  c)  or  in  a  relative 
sense  as  if  a  mere  man  was  born  and 
not  that  the  God  -Logos  was 
incarnate  of  her;  and  [if  anyone  does if  Christ  was  not  God,  or  does  not 
confess  that  She  is  exactly  and  truly 
Theotokos,  because  the  God-Logos, 
who  was  born  of  the  Father  before 
all  ages,  in  the  last  days  was 
incarnate  and  was  born  of  Her,  let 
him  be  anathema. 
VI.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  who  was 
crucified  in  His  flesh  is  true  God 
and  Lord  of  Glory  and  one  of  the 
Holy  Trinity,  let  him  be  anathema. 
VII.  If  anyone  using  the  expression 
in  two  natures  (h  66o  spVaWj  v), 
does  not  confess  that  our  one  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  the  incarnate  God- 
Logos  consists  of  divinity  and 
humanity  nor  does  he  mean  to 
indicate  the  difference  of  the 
natures,  out  of  which  He  was 
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so]  believing  that  the  birth  of  the 
man  is  referred  to  the  God  -Logos 
as  he  was  united  to  the  man  who 
was  born;  and  if  anyone  calumniates 
the  holy  Council  of  Chalcedon  as 
though  it  had  called  the  Virgin 
Theotokos  in  this  impious  sense  of 
Theodore;  or  if  anyone  calls  her  the 
mother  of  a  man  ('A  vöpw»ro  W=s) 
or  the  mother  of  Christ 
(XpurroröicoS)  as  if  Christ  was  not 
God,  or  does  not  confess  that  she  is 
exactly  and  truly  Theotokos, 
because  the  God-Logos  who  was 
born  of  the  Father  before  all  ages  in 
the  last  days  was  incarnate,  and  that 
in  the  same  sense  the  holy  Council 
of  Chalcedon  reverently 
acknowledged  her  to  be  the  mother 
of  God,  let  him  be  anathema. 
X.  If  anyone  does  not  confess  that 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  who  was 
crucified  in  His  flesh  is  true  God 
and  Lord  of  Glory  and  one  of  the 
Holy  Trinity,  let  him  be  anathema. 
VII.  If  anyone  using  the  expression 
in  two  natures  (Ev  86o  ipthwot  v), 
does  not  confess  that  our  one  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  has  been  revealed  in 
divinity  and  humanity  defining 
thereby  the  difference  of  the  natures, 
out  of  which  the  ineffable  union  was 
effected  unconfusedly,  without  the 
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composed,  but  he  uses  that 
expression  with  regard  to  the 
mystery  of  Christ  in  order  to  divide 
them,  as  if  they  were  separate  and 
each  of  them  had  its  own  hypostases 
(iötovwro  rzdrovq)  as  Theodore 
and  Nestorius  blaspheme,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
VIII.  If  anyone,  with  regard  to  our 
one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that  is,  the 
incarnate  God-Logos,  who  confesses 
the  number  of  the  natures,  out  of 
which  Christ  was  composed,  does 
not  understand  their  difference  - 
which  was  not  abolished  by  the 
union  -  as  existing  `in 
contemplation'  (zj  &&wpicr),  but  he 
uses  the  number  in  order  to  divide 
the  natures,  let  him  be  anathema. 
Logos  having  turned  into  the  nature 
of  the  flesh,  nor  the  flesh  having 
changed  into  the  nature  of  the 
Logos;  for  each  remains  what  it  is 
according  to  its  nature  as  the  union 
is  hypostatic.  But  if  that  person  uses 
this  expression  with  regard  to  the 
mystery  of  Christ  so  as  to  divide  the 
two  parts;  or  if  that  person,  referring 
to  our  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the 
incarnate  God-Logos,  professes  the 
number  of  the  natures  [two],  out  of 
which  he  was  composed,  without 
understanding  their  difference  as 
existing  only  in  contemplation  (raj 
t9scopicr  povj)  -  although  the 
difference  is  not  abolished  because 
of  the  union  for  one  is  composed  of 
the  two  and  the  two  are  in  one  - 
but  that  person  uses  the  number 
[two]  in  the  sense  that  the  natures 
are  separated  and  self-existent,  let 
him  be  anathema. 
IX.  If  anyone  saying  `one  nature  of 
the  God-Logos  incarnate'  does  not 
understand  it  to  mean  that  one  Christ 
was  formed  from  the  divine  and 
human  natures,  who  is  homoousios 
with  the  Father  according  to  His 
Divinity  and  homoousios  with  us 
according  to  His  humanity,  but  [he 
understands  to  mean]  that  one  nature 
or  ousia  of  Christ's  Divinity  and 
flesh  was  formed,  according  to  the 
VIII.  If  anyone  confessing  that  the 
union  was  made  out  of  two  natures 
or  that  [after  the  union]  there  is  one 
nature  of  the  God-Logos  incarnate 
does  not  understand  them  in  this 
sense,  that  of  the  divine  and  the 
human  nature  being  united 
hypostatically,  one  Christ  was 
accomplished,  as  the  holy  Fathers 
have  taught;  but  if  that  person  using 
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heresy  of  Apollinarius  and 
Eutyches,  let  him  be  anathema.  For 
the  catholic  Church  dislikes  and 
anathematises  those  who  divide,  or 
rather  split,  as  well  as  those  who 
confuse  the  mystery  of  Christ  in  the 
divine  Dispensation. 
the  idea  that  in  Christ  there  is  one 
nature  or  essence  [ousia]  for  both 
the  divinity  and  His  flesh,  let  him  be 
anathema.  For  when  we  say  that  the 
only-begotten  Logos  was  united  [to 
humanity]  according  to  hypostasis, 
we  do  not  mean  that  there  was  made 
any  confusion  of  the  natures,  but 
rather  each  nature  remaining  what  it 
was,  we  understand  that  the  Logos 
was  united  to  flesh.  This  is  why 
there  is  one  Christ,  both  God  and 
man,  the  same  being  consubstantial 
with  the  Father  according  to  divinity 
and  the  same  being  consubstantial 
with  us  according  to  humanity.  They 
are  also  rejected  and  anathematized 
by  the  Church  of  God,  who  divide 
into  two  parts  or  separate  the 
mystery  of  Christ,  that  is  the 
mystery  of  the  divine  dispensation, 
or who  introduce  confusion  into  that 
mystery. 
IX.  If  anyone  says  that  Christ  should 
be  worshipped  in  two  natures, 
meaning  thereby  to  introduce  two 
adorations,  one  especially  for  God 
and  another  especially  for  the  man, 
or  if  anyone  worships  Christ  in  such 
a  way  as  to  imply  the  abolition  of 
the  flesh  or  the  confusion  of  the 
divinity  and  the  humanity  speaking 
thus  monstrously  of  one  nature 
(physis)  or essence  (ousia),  and  does 260 
X.  If  anyone  does  not  anathematise 
Arius,  Eunomius,  Macedonius, 
Apollinarius,  Nestorius,  Eutyches 
and  those  who  believe  or  believed 
like  them,  let  him  be  anathema. 
XI.  If  anyone  defends  Theodore  who 
said  that  the  God-Logos  is  one 
person  and  Christ  is  another,  and 
that  Christ  was  disturbed  by  the 
passions  of  the  soul  and  the  desires 
of  the  flesh,  and  that  He  became 
better  by  the  progress  of  his  deeds 
and  was  baptised  in  the  name  of  the 
Father  and  of  the  Son  and  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  and  that  through  the 
baptism  received  the  grace  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  and  became  worthy  of 
the  adoption,  and  that  He  is 
worshipped  equally  with  the  God- 
Logos  in  the  way  we  honour  the 
not  worship  the  God-Logos 
incarnate  along  with  his  own  flesh 
by  one  veneration,  as  the  Church  of 
God  inherited  from  the  beginning, 
let  him  be  anathema. 
XI.  If  anyone  does  not 
anathematise  Arius,  Eunomius, 
Macedonius,  Apollinarius, 
Nestorius,  Eutyches  and  Origen, 
along  with  their  impious  writings, 
and  all  other  heretics  who  were 
condemned  and  anathematised  by 
the  Holy  Catholic  and  Apostolic 
Church  and  the  four  Holy  Councils 
that  were  mentioned  above,  and 
those  who  held  or  still  hold  the  same 
as  the  above  mentioned  heretics  and 
remain  in  their  impiety  to  the  end, 
let  him  be  anathema. 
XII.  If  anyone  defends  the  impious 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  who  said 
that  the  God-Logos  is  one  person 
and  Christ  is  another,  who  was 
disturbed  by  the  passions  of  the  soul 
and  the  desires  of  the  flesh  and  was 
gradually  freed  from  the  lesser 
passions,  and  thus  became  better  by 
the  progress  of  his  deeds  and 
irreproachable  by  the  way  he  lived. 
[If  anyone  defends  the  impious 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  who  also 
said]  that  Christ  was  baptised  as  a 
mere  man  in  the  name  of  the  Father 
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image  of  a  king,  and  that  after  the 
Resurrection  He  became  immutable 
with  regard  to  his  thoughts  and 
completely  sinless.  And  again  he 
said  that  the  union  of  the  God-Logos 
to  Christ  was  effected  in  the  same 
way  as  the  Apostle  said  of  man  and 
woman  `They  two  shall  be  one 
flesh'  [Eph.  5.31].  And,  among  his 
other  numerous  blasphemies,  [the 
same  Theodore]  has  dared  to  say 
that  after  the  Resurrection  when  the 
Lord  breathed  upon  his  disciples  and 
said  `Receive  the  Holy  Spirit'  [John, 
20.22],  He  did  not  give  them  the 
Spirit  but  He  did  that  only  as  a  sign. 
He  also  said  that  the  confession  of 
Thomas  `my  Lord  and  my  God' 
[John,  20.28],  which  the  latter  said 
after  the  resurrection,  when  he 
touched  the  hands  and  the  side  of 
the  Lord,  was  not  said  in  reference 
to  Christ  (for  he  [Theodore]  does  not 
call  Christ  God),  but  that  Thomas, 
surprised  at  the  extraordinary  event 
of  the  Resurrection,  praised  God 
who  had  raised  Christ  from  the 
dead.  And  what  is  worse,  in  his 
supposed  interpretation  of  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles,  comparing  Christ  to 
Plato,  Manichaeus,  Epicurus  and 
Marcion,  says  that  as  each  of  these 
men  having  discovered  their  own 
doctrine,  gave  his  name  to  his 
and  that  through  the  baptism  he 
received  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
and  became  worthy  of  the  adoption, 
and  that  He  is  worshipped  equally 
with  the  God-Logos  in  the  way  we 
honour  the  image  of  a  king,  and  that 
after  the  Resurrection  He  became 
immutable  with  regard  to  his 
thoughts  and  completely  sinless. 
And  again  the  same  impious 
Theodore  said  that  the  union  of  the 
God-Logos  to  Christ  was  done  in  the 
same  way  as  the  Apostle  said  of  the 
man  and  woman  `They  two  shall  be 
one  flesh'  [Eph.  5.31].  And  [the 
same  Theodore],  among  his  other 
numerous  blasphemies,  has  dared  to 
say  that  after  the  resurrection  when 
the  Lord  breathed  upon  his  disciples 
and  said  `Receive  the  Holy  Spirit' 
[John  20.22],  He  did  not  give  them 
the  Spirit  but  lie  did  that  only  as  a 
sign.  The  same  Theodore  also  said 
that  the  confession  of  Thomas  `my 
Lord  and  my  God'  [John  20.28], 
which  he  said  after  the  resurrection, 
when  he  touched  the  hands  and  the 
side  of  the  Lord,  was  not  said  in 
reference  to  Christ,  but  that  Thomas, 
surprised  at  the  extraordinary  event 
of  the  Resurrection,  praised  God 
who  had  raised  Christ  from  the 
dead.  And  what  is  worse,  the  same 
Theodore  in  his  supposed 262 
disciples,  who  were  called 
accordingly  Platonists,  Manicheans, 
Epicureans  and  Marcionites,  in  the 
same  way,  Christ  having  discovered 
his  own  doctrine,  his  disciples  are 
called  Christians  after  him.  If,  then, 
anyone  defends  Theodore  who  has 
said  such  blasphemes,  and  does  not 
anathematise  him  and  his  writings 
and  all  those  who  believed  or 
believe  like  him,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
interpretation  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  comparing  Christ  to  Plato, 
Manichaeus,  Epicurus  and  Marcion, 
says  that  as  each  of  these  men 
having  discovered  their  own 
doctrine,  had  given  his  name  to  his 
disciples,  who  were  called 
accordingly  Platonists,  Manicheans, 
Epicureans  and  Marcionites,  in  the 
same  way,  Christ  having  discovered 
his  own  doctrine,  his  disciples  are 
called  Christians  after  Him.  If,  then, 
anyone  defends  the  above 
mentioned  most  impious  Theodore 
and  his  impious  writings,  in  which 
he  pours  out  the  blasphemies 
mentioned  above  and  countless 
others  besides  against  our  Great  God 
and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  and  does 
not  anathematise  him  and  his 
impious  writings  and  all  those  who 
accept  or  defend  him  or  who  say  that 
his  teaching  was  orthodox  and  those 
who  wrote  in  favour  of  him  and  of 
his  impious  works  and  those  who 
share  the  same  opinions  or  those 
who  have  shared  them  and  insisted 
on  this  heresy  to  the  end;  let  him  be 
anathema. 
XII.  If  anyone  defends  the  writings 
of  Theodoret  which  he  wrote  in 
support  of  Nestorius  and  against  the 
true  faith,  the  first  holy  Council  of 
Ephesus  and  St.  Cyril  and  his 
XIII.  If  anyone  defends  the  impious 
writings  of  Theodoret,  directed 
against  the  true  faith  and  against  the 
first  holy  Council  of  Ephesus  and 
against  St.  Cyril  and  his  Twelve 263 
Twelve  Chapters,  in  which  impious 
writings  the  same  Theodoret  says 
that  the  God-Logos  was  united  to  a 
certain  man  in  a  relative  manner, 
and  blasphemes  that  Thomas 
touched  the  resurrected  one  [Christ] 
and  worshipped  the  one  who 
resurrected  him  [the  God-Logos],  on 
account  of  which  he  calls  the 
teachers  of  the  Church  who  confess 
the  hypostatic  union  of  the  God- 
Logos  with  the  flesh  impious,  and  in 
addition  to  this  he  refuses  to  call  the 
holy,  glorious  and  ever-Virgin  Mary 
Theotokos;  therefore,  if  anyone 
defends  the  aforementioned  writings 
of  Theodoret  and  does  not 
anathematise  them,  let  him  be 
anathema.  Because  it  was  on 
account  of  these  blasphemies  he  was 
excommunicated  and  afterwards,  in 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  he  was 
compelled  to  do  the  opposite  of 
what  his  writings  taught  and  to 
confess  the  true  faith. 
Chapters,  and  [defends]  all  that  he 
wrote  in  favour  of  the  impious 
Theodore  and  Nestorius,  and  in 
favour  of  others  who  share  the  same 
opinions  as  the  mentioned  above 
Theodore  and  Nestorius  and  who 
accept  them  and  their  impiety.  If 
anyone  defending  the  above 
mentioned  gives  the  name  of 
impious  to  the  doctors  of  the 
Church,  who  profess  and  confess  the 
hypostatic  union  of  the  God-Logos 
and  does  not  anathematise  the  above 
mentioned  impious  writings  and 
those  held  or  still  hold  the  same 
opinions  and  those  who  wrote 
against  the  right  faith  or  against  St. 
Cyril  and  his  Twelve  Chapters  and 
who  died  holding  this  impiety,  let 
him  be  anathema. 
XIII.  If  anyone  defends  the  Letter 
which  Ibas  is  said  to  have  written  to 
Maris  the  Persian,  the  heretic,  which 
denies  that  the  God-Logos  was 
made  man  and  says  that  the  God- 
Logos  was  not  incarnate  of  the  holy 
Theotokos  and  ever-Virgin  Mary, 
but  that  she  gave  birth  to  a  mere 
man,  whom  it  calls  temple,  as  if  the 
XIV.  If  anyone  defends  the  Letter 
which  Ibas  is  said  to  have  written  to 
Maxis  the  Persian,  which  denies  that 
the  God-Logos  was  made  man  of  the 
holy  Theotokos  and  ever-Virgin 
Mary,  but  says  that  She  gave  birth  to 
a  mere  man,  whom  it  calls  temple, 
as  if  the  God-Logos  was  one  person 
and  the  man  another;  he  also 264 
God-Logos  was  one  person  and  the 
man  another;  in  addition  to  this,  it 
calumniates  the  first  Council  of 
Ephesus  that  it  condemned 
Nestorius  without  investigation  and 
trial,  and  it  calls  St.  Cyril  a  heretic 
and  his  Twelve  Chapters  impious, 
whereas  it  praises  and  defends 
Nestorius  and  Theodore  and  their 
impious  writings.  Therefore,  if 
anyone,  given  what  has  been  said, 
defends  the  above  mentioned 
impious  letter  or  says  that  it  is  right 
in  its  entirety  or  in  part,  and  does  not 
anathematise  it,  let  him  be 
anathema. 
reprehends  St.  Cyril,  who  taught  the 
right  faith  of  Christians,  as  a  heretic 
and  accuses  him  of  having  written 
things  like  the  impious  Apollinarius. 
He  also  accuses  the  first  Council  of 
Ephesus  that  it  deposed  Nestorius 
without  trial  and  investigation,  and 
calls  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  St. 
Cyril  impious  and  contrary  to  the 
right  faith,  and  defends  Theodore 
and  Nestorius  and  their  impious 
doctrines  and  writings.  If  anyone, 
then,  defends  the  above  mentioned 
Letter  and  does  not  anathematise  it 
and  those  who  defend  it  and  who 
say  that  it  is  right  in  its  entirety  or  in 
part  and  who  wrote  or  write  in 
favour  of  it  or  in  favour  of  the 
impieties  which  are  contained  in  it, 
and  who  dare  defend  it  or  defend  the 
impieties  which  are  contained  in  it 
in  the  name  of  the  holy  Fathers  or  of 
the  holy  Council  of  Chalcedon,  and 
remain  in  these  impieties  to  the  end, 
let  him  be  anathema. 265 
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